This issue of THE NEW AMERICAN includes the article "Coup d'Etat," which originally 


Movies are a powerful media for shaping public opinion. In the case of Oliver Stone's 
JFK, even the opinions of many who haven't seen the film have been affected. There has 
probably been more comment written about this film than any other in recent history. 

Why all the fuss? Partly because virtually no one believes the Warren Commission's 
conclusions are credible. They are, in our view, incredible no matter which of its several 
meanings you attach to this overworked adjective. But also, because the film strongly insists that 
a conspiracy performed the deed. 

Establishment Reaction 

Oliver Stone had no commitment to historical accuracy when he gave the nation his 
version of the John F. Kennedy assassination. He boldly stated in an interview published in Time 
for December 23rd, "I think the artist has the right to interpret and reinterpret history and the 
events of his time. It's up to the artist himself to determine his own ethics by his own 
conscience." Therefore, it is dangerous to accept as fact anything given in the movie JFK unless 
you can confirm it from elsewhere. 

Properly concerned Americans have been propelled toward the possibility that Stone is 
on to something by his suggestion that a conspiracy, not the /one Lee Harvey Oswald, was 
responsible for President Kennedy's murder. Stone's conspiracy view, together with the almost 
hysterical attempts to debunk the film from such highly connected Establishment media figures 
as George Lardner of the Washington Post, Tom Wicker of the New York Times, Dan Rather of 
CBS, syndicated columnist George Will, Kenneth Auchincloss of Newsweek, and Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr. in the Wall Street Journal, provides plenty of reason to suspect that Stone has 
hit the nail on the head. 

While most of the liberal media personalities set out mainly to debunk the notion of 
conspiracy, Schlesinger lamented that Stone didn't put his finger on the correct plot. He wrote in 
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the January 10th Wall Street Journal: "Serious conspiracy arguments can be made; but the 
conspiracy theory in JFK is reckless, paranoid, really despicable fantasy, reminiscent of the 
wilder accusations of Joe McCarthy." 

As is always the case with these Establishment spokesmen, Schlesinger didn't detail any 
of McCarthy's purported deficiencies. But he certainly did provide additional support for the 
conspiracy thesis. In his article, immediately after stating, "There is no reason to regard the 
Warren Commission report as sacred," he added, "We now know that both the CIA and the FBI 
withheld vital information from the commission." Hmmmm! 

Film Concludes Conspiracy 

William Guidry, in his review of JFK (THE NEW AMERICAN, January 27th, 1992), 
accurately reflected our feelings with his closing comment: "The most valuable contribution JFK 
makes is to convince us that we cannot afford to take our government at face value. Conspiracy 
does exist in high places." 

Now with the dubious benefit of having viewed the film, I can attest to its foul language, 
homosexual scene, partial nudity, and spurious history. Yes, it did heavily promote the view that 
a conspiracy killed President Kennedy. But it claims that the conspiracy was of rightwing origin. 
Perhaps Stone is trying to exonerate his left-wing friends who are still uncomfortable about the 
fact that a self-proclaimed leftist named Oswald was at least trying to kill the President. Robert 
Welch, the founder of the John Birch Society, frequently warned his close associates to be on 
guard against any attempt to shift blame for the murder on the Birch Society. And, lo and behold, 
wasn't there a snide reference about a "Bircher" in the film. 

If Oliver Stone is seriously trying to indict the CIA, defense contractors, Big Oil, Big 
Business, the news media, and a host of others, he errs in suggesting that the whole business was 
a right-wing plot. These are not individuals of the Right. But he probably couldn't sensibly 
distinguish between Right and Left any more than most college professors can, even though the 
professors love to toss around such terms. 

(For the record, our view of the political spectrum holds that a leftist advocates more 
government -- the extreme being communism or any form of socialism which is total 
government. Someone on the right wants less government -- the extreme being anarchy which is 
no government. A champion of the U.S. Constitution, which calls for limited government and 
self-rule, may be to the right of most Americans who have been propagandized into wanting 
increasing amounts of government control. But the constitutionalist is smack in the center 
ideologically.) 

The movie also drove several of us back into the library to rediscover "Coup d'Etat," a 
fascinating article about the assassination of President Kennedy, written by Medford Evans for 
the September 1967 issue of American Opinion magazine, a forerunner to THE NEW 
AMERICAN. We have republished Dr. Evans's lengthy article, in its entirety, beginning on page 
5 of this issue. 

Early on, Dr. Evans offers: "My conclusion is that anyone who will believe that Lee 
Harvey Oswald and he alone killed Jack Kennedy will believe anything." But he later admits 
quite freely of "little confidence in my own ability to solve the murder." Which is precisely how 
reviewer Guidry feels. Like most Americans, both Dr. Evans and William Guidry would much 
prefer that the whole truth about this crime be known, and those who participated in the coverup 
of the Warren Commission be exposed and called to account for their misdeed. 

As an aside, isn't it somewhat ironic that Gerald Ford, then a Michigan congressman, was 
one of the members of the Warren Commission. The Commission will likely be remembered as 
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the greatest cover-up of a crime in American history. About ten years later, as a result of Richard 
Nixon's cover-up of a far less serious crime, Gerald Ford became the only unelected President in 
US. history. 

Evans Versus Stone 

The facts and commentary Dr. Evans assembled 25 years ago show some of Oliver 
Stone's JFK creation for what it is, fanciful history. If you've seen the film, you know how 
intensely Stone drives home the point that the fatal shot drove the President's head backward. 
Medford Evans demonstrates from having viewed photos available to the public and having 
studied some remarkable testimony in the Warren Commission proceedings that the bullet in 
question pushed the victim's head forward. 

The point is hardly inconsequential. Was the President killed by a shot fired from in front 
of his car, or by a shot from the rear? Stone tells us that he has no commitment to historical truth; 
Dr. Evans never made any such disclaimer. Stone also focuses on the so-called "magic bullet," 
while Dr. Evans speculates that the President wasn't killed by it but by a second bullet. 

But, before you conclude that Dr. Evans is suggesting that the fatal bullet was fired by 
Oswald perched six floors above and to the rear, let me alert you to his strong suggestion that it 
came from the car immediately behind the limousine carrying the President and his entourage. 
This automobile carried numerous Secret Service agents. 

Only a few days after I reread the always informative and enjoyable (to me) musings of 
Medford Evans, my breakfast routine was violently interrupted when I read in the Boston Globe 
about the publication of a new book entitled Mortal Error, written by Bonar Menninger. In the 
book, Menninger recounts the findings of a 25-year investigation of the murder by a man named 
Howard Donahue, one of the 11 marksmen brought to Dallas by CBS in 1967 to try to duplicate 
what the Warren Commission insisted Lee Harvey Oswald accomplished. 

Menninger, however, concludes that the fatal shot was fired by a Secret Service agent 
riding in the trailing automobile! He argues that the deed was an accident caused when the agent, 
George Hickey, reached for his rifle after hearing Oswald's shot, lost his balance, and 
accidentally pulled its trigger. The book's publisher says that attempts to get Hickey to cooperate 
with the investigation were unsuccessful. 

The Files Should Be Opened 

Oliver Stone closes his three-hour film with a plea that the public demand that the files of 
the House Select Committee on Assassinations be opened. These were sealed until the year 2029, 
an act that has surely fueled the ardor of any conspiracy theorist. Isn't it curious that files are 
more and more being sealed from public scrutiny? To protect whom, we wonder. We think these 
files ought to be opened and, therefore, have no reluctance in agreeing with Stone about the need 
to reopen the investigation of this unsolved crime. 

But, while we support Stone's plea, we do not support his history. Nor do we jump aboard 
the bandwagon of anyone else who cries conspiracy. We do believe that a conspiracy killed 
President John F. Kennedy. We don't know exactly who did it and would very much like to 
know. And we offer in the pages that follow the speculations of Dr. Medford Evans in order to 
present a far more responsible treatment of the subject than the sensationalism offered by Oliver 
Stone. 

-- JOHN F. McMANUS 
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Shriver ... realized that Asia, Africa, and South America would assume 
that "whoever had killed President Kennedy would now be President." 
-- William Manchester 
The Death of a President 

The Johnson Administration began, of course, with the assassination of President 
Kennedy. There was no other way in which the former Vice President could have come to 
power. Had John Kennedy lived, not only would he have been automatically renominated in 
1964, but Lyndon Johnson might well have been, as the inelegant political term has it, "dumped" 
for a running mate more personable, by Kennedy standards. At noon, November 22, 1963, 
Lyndon B. Johnson was a politician apparently on the way down and out. Three hours later he 
had been sworn in as President of the United States. The decision he had made in Los Angeles in 
1960 to relinquish Majority Leadership of the Senate for the comparative obscurity of the Vice 
Presidency had at last, fatefully, paid off. 

Not only was Johnson now established in the highest office in the land, he was virtually 
certain of election in 1964 to a first four-year term. One year was just what he needed to reach a 
peak of popularity. No credible opposition could crystallize in that "honeymoon" period. He was 
heir to the Kennedy power, and death had cleared the legacy of political liabilities. Even 
disgruntled "right-wingers" would go with Lyndon in 1964 -- to prove (to themselves?) that they 
had not wanted Kennedy killed. Fate in the autumn of 1963, in the fall by rifle fire of a young 
President, had -- again -- given Lyndon Johnson victory from the jaws of defeat. The other time 
had been in 1948, when Abe Fortas and Hugo Black teamed to put Johnson, despite the legal 
record, into the Senate. 

Who put him into the White House in 1963 is not known. The Warren Commission says 
it was Lee Harvey Oswald. A variety of persons, from New Orleans District Attorney Jim 
Garrison to Left-leaning lawyer and author Mark Lane, have disagreed. Whoever it was -- 
whoever killed John F. Kennedy -- evidently wanted Lyndon Johnson to become President. 
Perhaps it was one of those whom William Manchester calls "knee-jerk absolutists" of the 
American tradition, one who wanted a cowhand type in the White House. Perhaps it was, as 
some "Liberals" would like to imply, an oilman who felt that the depletion allowance would be 
safer under Lyndon. Perhaps, even, it was Lee Harvey Oswald. In that case, a Communist made 
Lyndon Johnson President. 

This is not a controversial article. It deals simply with well established matters of fact and 
with certain rather obvious conjectures. Natural speculation is presented, but presented as 
speculation, not conclusion. Every man is responsible for his own conclusions. It is a matter of 
fact that L.B.J. failed of the nomination for President in 1960. It is a matter of reasonable 
conjecture that he afterward stood little chance of ever being nominated unless he were the 
incumbent, and the only way to achieve incumbency was through being Vice President when an 
elected President died in office. It is a matter of fact that in November 1963 he had been Vice 
President for what Rowland Evans and Robert Novak call "three trying years." Evans and Novak 
quote an anonymous "White House official" who said of Lyndon: "The greatest tribute to him is 
that he had the self-discipline and patience to accept political impotency and stay out of trouble." 
As it turned out, he could afford to be patient. One imagines, however, the strain. Since the 
President in whose shadow he served was nine years younger than he, the odds were great that he 
would never become President unless Kennedy were killed. Indeed, as we observed above, there 
was some prospect in November 1963 -- it was talked of -- that Lyndon might not even continue 
to be Vice President, might exchange the relative obscurity of that office for the utter oblivion of 
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being an ex-Vice President. William Manchester refers to "persistent reports" that Johnson 
"might be dumped from the ticket next year"; Arthur Schlesinger Jr., writing of Kennedy's "first 
strategy meeting for 1964," held November 12, 1963, says, "Johnson's absence stimulated a 
curious story that the Kennedys intended, in the political idiom, to dump him ... as Roosevelt had 
dumped John Nance Garner." Schlesinger says the story was "wholly fanciful," but recognizes 
the "psychological cost" to Johnson, and quotes Theodore White: "Chafing in inaction when his 
nature yearned to act, conscious of indignities real and imagined, Johnson went through three 
years of slow burn." As of November 22, 1963, it is reasonable to conjecture, nothing could have 
brightened the outlook for Lyndon Johnson's political career -- except what actually happened. 


In reviewing facts and commonplace conjectures, I take it that additional speculation may be 
free, provided it is identified as speculation. For example, no one having the slightest 
acquaintance with the history of the Praetorian Guard in the latter days of the Roman Empire 
could fail to speculate inwardly on the possibility that the agency most directly responsible for 
the safety of the first man should be itself the one to do him in. Looking at contemporary history, 
students at Yale not too many years ago heard a professor intimate in a classroom lecture -- 
possibly for mental stimulation -- that the late Huey P. Long was not only gunned down 
September 8, 1935 by his own bodyguard (which also killed the ostensible assassin and fall guy, 
Dr. Carl Weiss) but the gunmen were suborned to the act because the Louisiana Kingfish had 
become the one and only possible rival of Franklin D. Roosevelt in demagogic appeal. So long as 
we make clear their conjectural character, such speculations would seem to be of the essence of 
academic freedom. Besides, they may serve for psychological catharsis. Since so many people 
can hardly avoid vagrant thoughts in this area, is it not better for all concerned to come right out 
with them and reveal the absurdity of anything, like, say, charging the murder of the President to 
the Secret Service itself? By the worst possible interpretation, Kennedy's bodyguard, unlike 
Huey Long's, could not have accounted for most of the gunfire. Even a coup de grace shot in the 
back of the head -- a Ja Darkness at Noon -- could hardly have come from the immediate 
entourage of the young prince. Really. 

The Secret Service has not, of course, escaped criticism. Manchester writes: "President 
Johnson pinned the Treasury's highest award on Rufe Youngblood [the agent who protected the 
Vice President, as Johnson was in the Dallas motorcade] .... At Mrs. Kennedy's insistence 
Secretary Dillon also decorated Clint Hill [assigned as Jackie's bodyguard] .... the ceremonies 
left an undercurrent of dissatisfaction in much of official Washington. The central fact was that 
the Secret Service had failed...." (pp. 630-631.) But that is all in the point of view, isn't it? 

Manchester tells that nine Secret Service men were "out on the town" the night before the 
assassination, including "four agents who were to ride in the President's follow-up car in Dallas, 
and whose alertness was vital to his safety." He says further that when the shooting started, "the 
White House detail was confused" and their "behavior" was "unresponsive." Yet he reports that 
they were very prompt and efficient in rallying to protect the new President, that one of them at 
least "made a tough but necessary switch in allegiance while Kennedy's heart was still beating." 
Lyndon Johnson was to be criticized for allegedly moving too fast to get himself physically 
installed in the White House and the Kennedy survivors out; yet one Secret Service agent was so 
zealous for the new man that according to Manchester, he urged Johnson to spend the very first 
night, November twenty-second, in the White House. This even Johnson would not do. 

Yet Manchester does not contend of course that the Secret Service executed the coup of 
November 22, 1963. After all, the analogy of the Praetorian Guard of ancient Rome is 
misleading to an extent. The Praetorians were something more than a small bodyguard. 
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Comprising ten cohorts under a Prefect, they were more nearly analogous to our Pentagon. 

An example of even wilder speculation than the foregoing comes irrepressibly to mind as 
we read in The Death of a President how as Air Force One was approaching Washington ("Vvery, 
very sick," said Secret Service agent Clint Hill, "with a great deal of tension between the 
Kennedy people and the Johnson people") a great and all but universal sense of urgency 
developed that Jacqueline Kennedy must now at last change her blood-stained dress, or if she 
would not -- and she would not -- then she ought when the plane landed to disembark in some 
way so that she would not be photographed and televised in her macabre disarray. But there was 
no such reserve in the widow. "We'll go out the regular way," she said. "J want them to see what 
they have done." 

Them? They? Who were they? They were the great men of Washington. Secretary of 
Defense McNamara, Chief Justice Earl Warren, Senator Hubert Humphrey -- everybody who 
was anybody, and who was not already part of the Presidential party, or was not in that other 
plane winging back from the Pacific with Secretary of State Rusk and other Cabinet members -- 
the power elite of America were waiting at Andrews Air Force Base that November night. Were 
these the men upon whose consciousness Jacqueline Kennedy wanted to impress the horror of 
what they had done? Jackie did not mean this. But what she said provokes such speculation. 

And in some sense perhaps she did mean it. Chief Justice Warren had issued a statement 
that afternoon that "a great and good President [had] suffered martyrdom as a result of the hatred 
and bitterness that [had] been injected into the life of our nation by bigots," and of course no one 
had provoked the bigots quite so violently as Earl Warren. The Chief Justice reacted very rapidly 
that day, according to Manchester's account (and this is from a portion of his book not, so far as I 
know, in dispute); he had not only judged at once that the blame fell upon (rightwing) "bigots" 
(he had hardly announced his judgement before leftwinger Oswald was arrested), but Warren had 
also shown himself almost prescient in interpretation of the first news report from Dallas. 
Manchester writes: 

Mrs. Earl Warren had ... seen the [television] bulletin, on the Warrens' apartment set at 

the Sheraton Park. She ... phoned the office of her husband, whose secretary, Mrs. 

Dorothy McHugh, rapidly typed on a blank slip of paper: "There is a report that 

the President and Governor Connally have been shot in Dallas and taken to the 

hospital." She gave the slip to a page, he rapped on the conference room door and 

handed it to Arthur Goldberg, and Goldberg gave the message to the Chief 

Justice, who rose, his eyes bright with tears, and read it aloud (Page 205. Italics 

added.) 

Others who could not understand so shocking a message, or did not believe it when they 
first heard it, or believed the wound might not be fatal -- waited to hear further if it were indeed 
serious. But such was the sensitivity of the Chief Justice that his prophetic soul furnished his 
eyes instant tears. Defense Secretary McNamara had more self-control. "Despite his deep feeling 
for the President -- the emotional side of his personality had been overlooked by the press, but it 
was very much there -- he kept his head," reports Manchester, "and made all the right moves." 
(Page 192.) 

These were the men waiting for Air Force One as it brought to the nation's capital from 
Texas the body of the slain President, attended by his blood-stained widow, determined to keep 
the stains upon her that "they" might see what "they" had done. Jacqueline Kennedy did not 
know that Earl Warren and Robert McNamara would be there at Andrews Air Force Base to see 
the bloody defiance of her dress -- but she knew that no one from Texas would be there. "They" 
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who would see what "they" had done would be actors in the Washington scene. And they saw the 
dress, all right. Manchester writes: "Earl Warren saw ‘that brave girl, with her husband's blood on 
her, and there was nothing I could do, nothing, nothing.'" (Page 388.) According to Jackie, he 
and all the rest who greeted her had already done it. 

These are wild speculations. Yet in the context of the Kennedy assassination what can 
seem wild? The best documented events in the drama are the most incredible -- for example the 
televised shooting of Oswald by Jack Ruby. Just as incredible, psychologically, was Jackie's 
insistence on wearing ... it hardly bears explicit statement, and we have already stated it. How 
infinite and various are the permutations and combinations of the elements of human nature! 
Only one parallel occurs to the display of blood with which Mrs. John F. Kennedy shocked all 
who saw her at Andrews Air Force Base; all who saw her at Bethesda Naval Hospital, where, as 
Manchester describes it, a ghastly wake was held throughout the night, with Jackie talking 
compulsively to all who would listen (and no one could do otherwise), notably to McNamara 
("She was in that suit with the bloody skirt and blood all over her stockings, and it was fantastic, 
but she just wanted someone to talk to .... It went on for hours...." (The Death of a President, 
Page 417); all who saw her at the White House, where in the broad daylight of Saturday morning 
"Mrs. Kennedy ... finally shed her stained clothing .... the maid was overcome by the extent of 
the blood. Nothing she had seen or heard on the television reports had prepared her for this...." 

How opposite were the emotions of the traumatized widow and the political activists 
who, two thousand years before, furnished the only parallel for such an exhibition of blood! 
Brutus said: 


And Cassius added, 
Stoop, then, and wash. How many ages hence 


Acted over, indeed. But with what a difference! 


There will be further speculative passages in this article -- some, like the foregoing, in rather a 
stream-of-consciousness form, others more in the form of rational hypotheses. But all will be 
identified as speculations, not palmed off as facts or inescapable conclusions. Another guiding 
principle of this article will be to avoid judging the motives of individuals. At the same time 
there will be no pretense that certain actions do not normally imply certain intentions. Once we 
know that the Report of the Warren Commission is inherently incredible, we can hardly suppress 
speculation that someone on the Commission intended a deception. This, however, remains 
speculative, and possibly not susceptible of final resolution. Most people would settle for not 
punishing the Warren Commission -- and not believing it. 

I am particularly anxious to avoid the argumentum ad hominem. I have spent too many 
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years of my life respecting such men as Senator Richard Russell and F.B.I. Director J. Edgar 
Hoover to find any pleasure in siding against them with the likes of Mark Lane and other overt 
Leftists. God help me, I hate to agree with (for example) Richard Rovere about anything -- 
considering his detestable treatment of the late Senator Joseph McCarthy; but I do agree with 
much of Rovere's Introduction to Edward Jay Epstein's Inquest, with such apercus as: "... the 
Commission's client was Lyndon B. Johnson .... The day the Warren Report was issued, the 
American press should have begun to do what Mr. Epstein has done; it should have cast a very 
cool eye on the Report..." I do not, in a partisan sense, "side with" Leftists in overall 
interpretation of the assassination of President Kennedy. On the contrary -- as I imagine will be 
abundantly evident from some of my more settled speculations hereinafter. I have, however, 
come to substantially the same conclusion as that of the Far Left concerning the credibility of the 
Near Left as represented by the Warren Commission. My conclusion is that anyone who will 
believe that Lee Harvey Oswald and he alone killed Jack Kennedy will believe anything. 

What is not controversial is that the death of John F. Kennedy effected a transfer of 
power. Every assassination of a chief of state is in effect a coup d'etat. A coup d'etat is not a 
revolution; it involves no change in ideology, it involves no change in the bureaucracy or 
professional police, except at the highest level. A coup d'etat is normally accomplished by 
someone already near the highest level. If an assassin is too far beneath his victim in the 
established power structure, he cannot himself reap the fruit of his deed. The fruit will, however, 
be gathered. An assassin may not intend to seize power for himself; the power, nevertheless, will 
be seized. The assassin may not be thinking in terms of power at all; someone, however, will be 
thinking in such terms. 

Various intentions are possible in an act of assassination. Let us catalogue them, 
including first one of zero value: 

(1) The murder of a chief of state may be a piece of mindless violence, without any 
rational intention at all. 

(2) In close relation to such a random human explosion, there may be a hedonistic 
nihilism -- a perverse pleasure in destruction for its own sake, and intense pleasure, presumably, 
in bringing down so prized and high an image as a "President." This kind of delight in 
wickedness is part and parcel of those urges usually these days called sadomasochistic, and 
treated as sexual in nature, though it may be doubted whether they are in fact sexual in origin at 
all. The sadist rationalizes his cruelty by pretending it is sexual in nature, when in truth he is 
simply a mean s-- of a b----, and ought to be killed himself. Whatever the precise character of 
this dark element in human nature, it is very obviously present in the murder of Jack Kennedy. 

(3) The killer might be motivated by personal hatred of the victim, growing out of some 
relationship in their private lives. Though this would not be political in origin, it would still have 
profound political effect. 

(4) The motive might be the personal ambition of the assassin, or of someone behind the 
assassin. 

(5) There may be an organizational reason for eliminating the chosen victim, such as: 

(a) Not being a member of the organization, he is to be replaced by 
someone who is. 
(b) A member, he may have failed, or deviated, or somehow incurred 

liability to punishment from the organization. 

(c) Though in good standing, he may still be considered expendable if it is 
thought that by liquidating him the organization will be strengthened. 
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There can, of course, be various combinations of the foregoing. In every case except the 
first, some advantage, material or psychological, accrues to the individual or group responsible 
for the killing. In every case without exception, advantage accrues to those who inherit the 
power, who may or may not be the same as the killers. Unlike a revolution, a coup d'etat does 
not involve a large number of people; indeed, its success depends on the majority's continuing to 
operate pretty much in their accustomed fashion. The pilot must be replaced with as little 
disturbance as possible to the passengers. 

The transfer of power from Kennedy to Johnson was in effect that of a coup d'etat. If no 
one planned the murder of Kennedy, the effect of a coup was still there. If the murder was 
planned for personal -- not political -- reasons, the effect was still there. On reflection, most 
people will believe that such a murder -- so difficult to execute, so dangerous to the murderer -- 
must have been planned, and since the victim was President of the United States few will doubt 
that the planners were politically motivated. Americans in general, however, would not believe -- 
as Sargent Shriver said the people of Asia, Africa, and Latin America would believe -- that the 
political motivation was anything so logical as a bid for supreme power by the next in line. In the 
United States only weirdos like the author of MacBird and the editor of the Midlothian Mirror 
have suggested that the Vice President was trying to "catch the nearest way" to the White House. 
Most Americans would no more suspect Lyndon Johnson of complicity in the assassination of 
John Kennedy than they would suspect Andrew Johnson of complicity in the murder of Lincoln, 
or Theodore Roosevelt of complicity in the killing of William McKinley. It is an American 
tradition that Presidents are assassinated by wild eccentrics, not by members of a Praetorian 
Guard aiming at the imperial throne. 

Nevertheless, the possibility of political motivation cannot be dismissed, and those who 
accomplished the deed may well have intended the consequences. Many an American has 
thought this -- but hardly dared to dwell upon the thought, much less speak out. The thought is 
repellent because people fear it leads to the conclusion suggested by William Manchester with 
his quotation from Sargent Shriver -- that the new President must have had a hand in eliminating 
the old one, since he (the new one) appears to have been the chief beneficiary. 


Yet, it is not necessarily true that Lyndon is the chief beneficiary of Lyndon's being in the 
White House. Ambitious as we may suppose Lyndon to be, he is not necessarily his own man, 
not even if he sincerely believes that he is. He could be somehow more useful to others than to 
himself. He could be useful even to some who revile him. Applying the principle of cui bono? 
(Who gets something out of it?), we can see quickly that about the last group in the country to 
have had a reason for assassinating President Kennedy was the Conservative Right -- not 
primarily because they were sure to be blamed by the Hysterical Left for the murder, but because 
Kennedy's death resolved too many dilemmas then faced by the regime in power. To be sure, 
Johnson's conduct in office would almost certainly generate new ones, but not in time to affect, 
say, the 1964 election. Politically, the man hurt the worst by the shooting in Dallas was Barry 
Goldwater. 

Bobby Kennedy was hurt too. No question about that. 

Who was helped the most? Lyndon was helped the most obviously, but not necessarily 
the most substantially. No, the sure gainers were the men of the center -- or what passes for the 
center -- men to the right of Arthur Schlesinger Jr., to the left of Thomas Dodd (in all cases here I 
refer to surface position); men to the right of Ted Sorenson, to the left of Tom Clark. Typical 
Texans were not gainers. Indeed, Texas was dealt a crushing blow. The neurotically unfair attack 
on Dallas by the very types who would neurotically defend Walter Jenkins left the nation not too 
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sure what a typical Texan was anyhow, but ready in any case to accept someone else instead. 
Lyndon's own deportment has often seemed enough to neutralize the Alamo in history's ledger 
account of Texas. 

The men who gained were Dean Rusk, Robert McNamara, Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, 
Walt Whitman Rostow -- and Abe Fortas. The list is not exhaustive, not in any special order, but 
it illustrates. The Establishment gained -- for Lyndon, not being identified with it, could not 
bring embarrassment upon it, while at the same time he could still be led to do what was 
expected. This is not to suggest that the Establishment contrived the assassination -- though, to 
be sure, its principal representatives in government did have the best of scheduled alibis, being in 
the air winging west over the Pacific at the time of the shots in Dealey Plaza. I have so little 
confidence in my own ability to solve the murder of President Kennedy that I have no intention 
of suggesting who may have done it. But, historically, we can accept the fact that the coup of 
November 22, 1963 strengthened the hand of the Establishment, which was able -- whoever did 
the murder -- to turn it to advantage. 

It was -- or could be considered -- the Establishment's second involvement in a murder 
case in the same month. On November first, exactly three weeks before the spectacular 
assassination in Dallas, President Diem of South Vietnam was killed in another coup d'etat. That 
some degree of responsibility attaches to the U.S. Establishment for the murder of Diem is much 
more widely recognized than in the case of Kennedy. I know that the late Marguerite Higgins of 
the late New York Herald Tribune is (was) a controversial writer, but really there is little 
disagreement as to the essential accuracy of the following from her book Our Vietnam 
Nightmare (perhaps I should write her late book, it may be a nonbook by now, but I have a 
copy): 

"In the post-coup era ... at the Department of State the Diem-must-go group was heady 

with a sense of accomplishment. Their ebullience spilled out at various 

background briefings I attended. Mainly there seemed to be satisfaction that the 

deed was finally done, even though not quite as cleanly as everybody had hoped. 

"My first personal involvement in the repercussions of the Diem 
overthrow came late Saturday night, November 2 .... when Madame Nhu came on 
the line, she spoke first of her husband and brother-in-law. 

"Do you really believe they are dead?' she asked. 

"I'm afraid so,' I answered unhappily. 

"T could spit upon the world,' Madame Nhu said bitterly. 

"Silence. What was there to say? 

"Are they going to kill my children too?' she asked. 

"It's the last thing President Kennedy would want,' I said in some agitation 


"Then why doesn't the United States government do something to help me 
get them out?' said Madame Nhu.... 

"T'll put the question to the State Department officer in charge of 
Vietnam,' I promised .... 

"It was two A.M. I roused Assistant Secretary Hilsman out of a sound 
sleep. 

"Congratulations, Roger,' I said. 'How does it feel to have blood on your 
hands?" 

"Oh, come on now, Maggie,' said Roger. 'Revolutions are rough. People 
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get hurt.’ 

"What about Madame Nhu's children?’ I asked. 'Are they going to get 
hurt?" 
"Tf you will find out from Madame Nhu where her children are,' said 

Hilsman, 'we will have General Harkins send his personal plane to get them .... 

The President [Kennedy] is deeply shocked over the death of Diem and Nhu. He 

will do anything he can to safeguard Madame Nhu's children." 

"In the case of the children," continues Miss Higgins, "the United States 

kept the promise made by Hilsman to the letter. Within days Madame Nhu's three 

children were duly deposited in Rome." (pp. 224-225.) 

The United States can do in these affairs what it really wants to do. That is the meaning 
of power. American power in Vietnam, despite apparent fiascos, is not unappreciated by the 
indigenous population. The coup d'etat in which Diem was killed was, according to Miss 
Higgins, "universally assumed by the washed and unwashed of Saigon to have been plotted in 
Washington." (Page 221.) Elsewhere she writes: "The superstition-minded even found an eerie 
echo on the American side. President Kennedy's death before the month was out was wholly 
unrelated, of course, to Diem's downfall. [Of course!] But the distraught Madame Nhu, in 
bitterness and wrath, was moved shockingly to liken her feelings to those of the slain President's 
family." (Page 220.) 

Isn't it shocking that this Asian woman should compare her own feelings to those .... I'm 
too shocked to finish the sentence! 

And yet -- there were similarities. Coincidence (1): They were both Diem and Kennedy -- 
Catholics in countries not wholly Catholic. Coincidence (2): Both had initially enjoyed the 
support of the U.S. Establishment. Coincidence (3): Both were shot in the back of the head -- 
standard Communist procedure of execution. We do not know who killed Diem; we have been 
assured that Kennedy was indeed killed by a Communist. Mrs. Kennedy, heartbroken, told her 
mother: "He didn't even have the satisfaction of being killed for civil rights .... It's -- it had to be 
some silly Communist." (Manchester, Page 407.) Madame Nhu employs a different rhetoric, but 
in her own Oriental way we may be sure that she too was distressed by the killing of her husband 
and her brother-in-law. I think she ought to be forgiven for presuming to compare herself with 
one of us great Americans. 

There is another coincidence about the Kennedy and the Diem affairs. That is that in the 
aftermath of each the U.S. Establishment labored to dissociate itself from the event. In the case 
of Diem the disavowal of any connection could be open, and needed to be open, for there had 
been so much of rumor emanating from Saigon to the effect that Americans were responsible for 
Diem's overthrow and murder that a specific protestation of innocence was in order. "It is 
important to state clearly," writes Arthur Schlesinger Jr., "that the coup of November 1, 1963, 
was entirely planned and carried out by the Vietnamese. Neither the American Embassy nor the 
CIA were involved in instigation or execution." (A Thousand Days, Page 829.) 

The coup of November 22, 1963 could not be dealt with quite so clearly, for it was impossible 
to admit that anyone had even suggested that the U.S. Establishment was on that day conducting 
a purge at the summit. Nevertheless, what could not be admitted to have been said had still to be 
denied -- and denied with whatever emphasis was necessary. That is why the Warren 
Commission was established. 

"In his earliest hours as President," write Evans and Novak, "Johnson, assisted by Abe 
Fortas and other counselors, conceived his plan for a blue-ribbon commission composed of the 
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nation's most eminent citizens to make a painstaking investigation of the tragic events of 
November 22 and exorcise the demons of conspiracy." William Manchester's account is a bit 
different, but not seriously contradictory. He involves Fortas in the decision, though somewhat 
ambiguously, but he gives the role of chief promoter to Nicholas deB. Katzenbach. Oddly 
enough, neither Manchester nor Evans and Novak mention the fact that the Midweek Edition of 
the Communist Worker, dated November twenty-sixth, said in a frontpage editorial: "We believe 
that President Johnson on the one hand and Congress on the other should act at once to appoint 
respective Extra-ordinary Investigation Commissions with full powers to conduct a searching 
inquiry into all the circumstances around the assassination of the President and the murder of the 
suspect [Oswald] .... Such an investigating committee, headed by the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, should be composed of citizens and experts who enjoy the confidence of the 
nation." 

Congress was laggard, but President Johnson moved promptly to do exactly what the 
Communist Worker had suggested. On November twenty-ninth he appointed just such a 
commission, "headed by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court." Of course I do not mean that 
he did it because the Worker recommended it. It must have been just another coincidence. On the 
surface, the Warren Commission Report was to backfire in the Worker's face, for it was to pin 
the guilt on Lee Harvey Oswald, that "silly little Communist." Still, that was better from many 
points of view than pinning it on a serious big Communist. Lyndon sort of put it that way to Earl 
Warren, after the Chief Justice had turned down the first request, which was put to him by Nick 
Katzenbach, to head the Commission. Lyndon Johnson called Earl Warren over to the White 
House. Manchester says these are Warren's words about the visit: 

I saw McGeorge Bundy first. He took me in, and the President told me how serious the 

situation was. He said there had been wild rumors, and that there was the 

international situation to think of. He said he had just talked to Dean Rusk, who 

was concerned, and he also mentioned the head of the Atomic Energy 

Commission, who had told him how many millions of people would be killed in an 

atomic war.... He said that if the public became aroused against Castro and 

Khrushchev there might be war. (Page 630.) 

So the Warren Commission's first and overriding objective was to clear Castro and 
Khrushchev. If it could clear Lyndon into the bargain, that would be nice, too. As Evans and 
Novak have said, "Inevitably, irresponsible demagogues of the left and right spread the notion 
that not one assassin but a conspiracy had killed John Kennedy. That it occurred in Johnson's 
own state on a political mission urgently requested and promoted by Johnson only embellished 
rancid conspiratorial theories. If he were to gain the confidence of the people, the ghost of Dallas 
must be shrugged off." (Page 337.) 

It was damned embarrassing that Oswald had a Communist record. Maybe he wasn't 
really a Communist at all. Bobby Kennedy told Jackie Friday night at Bethesda, "They think 
they've found the man who did it. He says he's a Communist." Now in those circumstances 
would a Communist say he was a Communist? Reminds you of the puzzle about the free men 
and the slaves. Maybe Oswald was a Rightist trying to make the Party look bad. Maybe he really 
worked for the F.B.I. or the C.I.A., and had flipped. (Of course he was not carrying out 
instructions!) Actually, it didn't much matter what he was, provided that he could be isolated. 
Communist, anti-Communist (married to Marina?), Left, Right -- all that really counted was to 
count no further than ONE. He did it by himself! 

That damned Jack Ruby coming in there was another embarrassment, of course. And yet 
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if Ruby had not done what he did, the case would have come to trial. In Texas! With a jury! God 
knows what would have happened then -- what with all those rednecks and Birchers. If it had 
come to trial, Oswald's being thought to be a Communist would have helped. A Dallas County 
jury would have convicted him. Otherwise it might have returned a verdict of justifiable 
homicide. (Oh, come on, even an Easterner wouldn't think that!) As for Ruby, he was a loner too 
-- not socially; he was gregarious as the devil. But psychologically. He was nuts. And oh so 
sentimental! Oswald was a dour psycho, Ruby a warm, Kennedy-loving psycho. Two men, each 
utterly alone with his thoughts, and no connection whatever with each other -- it was just one of 
those things. You will every now and then lose a President like that, and there is just nothing you 
can do about it, except jump hard on anybody like Mark Lane or Jim Garrison who tries to 
reopen the case by suggesting that maybe it did, from somebody's point of view, make sense. 
Maybe there was a purpose in killing John F. Kennedy. Maybe he was killed because somebody 
would get something out of it. That's the kind of irresponsible talk and speculation we just can't 
afford to have going on around here. 

Well, it goes on anyhow. In the public mind Castro is not cleared, Khrushchev is not 
cleared, Lyndon is not cleared. The case is wide open, and none of the networks, including the 
Communist network, can close it. The Warren Commission needed to make an airtight case. The 
failure of the Commission can be measured by the millions of dollars that N.B.C. and C.B.S. 
have had to invest in trying to backstop the Commission's Report. And they, too, of course, have 
failed. N.B.C. seemed to think that an adequate smear of Garrison might do the job. C.B.S. 
banked on overpowering its viewers and listeners with an inexhaustible, exhausting plethora of 
tedious minutiae, trusting that the subject hypnotized before the screen would end by mumbling, 
O.K., Mr. Cronkite, have it your way! The Warren Commission was right. Everybody, who 
disagrees is wrong. Lee Harvey Oswald did it by himself. I will not argue with you any more. 
How can I? I haven't understood a word you've said for the past thirty minutes. You have bored 
me into submission. 

One senses, rightly or wrongly, that the necessity of clearing Castro, and certainly of 
clearing Khrushchev (who's that?) has diminished since November 1963. On the other hand, the 
need (somebody's need) to clear Lyndon is greater than ever. The damnable part is that where he 
needs acquittal is in the court of public opinion, where the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
somehow doesn't preside. That is why the networks, and the Associated Press, had to enter their 
amici curiae briefs in the case. The judgment here is inevitably political. It may once have been 
thought that Lyndon got his acquittal in 1964, but now it is plain that that was just a 
postponement. The case is now on the docket for 1968. Trouble is, there are so many other 
counts to the indictment that the verdict on this one may never be wholly clarified. 

Since MacBird -- the offbeat, off Broadway parody of Macbeth which implies that 
Johnson killed Kennedy as Macbeth killed Duncan -- it has become commonplace to admit 
openly that Lyndon is suspect. The scandalous success of this scurrilous play, which certainly 
could never have been produced at all had it been written by anyone but a Leftist (in the 
corrupted intellectual currents of our time it is not what is said but who says it that counts) -- the 
success of MacBird, far more than the cogency of the attacks on the Warren Commission's 
Report (and they are cogent) demanded that the Warren Commission Report be defended to the 
death. Its defense has already involved a number of deaths. 

The reason why the issue is so serious is that there is a widespread tendency to assume 
that either Oswald did it, alone, as the Warren Commission insists -- or else that Lyndon was 
involved in it, had it done if you like, since he appeared to be the chief beneficiary. We might 
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reflect that, a priori, MacBird is fully as suspect as the Report of the Warren Commission. New 
Left or Old Left, what is there to choose? Neither is trustworthy. And of course the alternatives 
are not exhaustive. The dilemma is false. Actually, like the victim in a traditional mystery story, 
John F. Kennedy was a logical target for many persons, for many reasons. 

Yet the public, as it continues stubbornly to suspect the Warren Commission of 
inaccuracy and especially of incompleteness, by implication increasingly suspects Lyndon of 
something worse. 

Why do they doubt the Warren Commission? First, of course, on a priori grounds. 
Warren's reputation is not good. Not good to start with, and the endorsement of the Worker 
didn't help it any. There were men on the Commission with better reputations, but the public was 
not particularly conscious of them. And, tragically, in the credibility market "Warren" is a 
discount brand. Also a priori, it seems inherently improbable that so great an enterprise as killing 
a President would be undertaken by the average man alone. If nevertheless it were so undertaken, 
the case would be more unusual than a conspiracy to assassinate, and would require more 
explanation -- more explanation than the Warren Commission has given, or than has been given 
in its behalf. The third a priori ground for skepticism is that the Commission had one well 
advertised political motive for fudging in favor of the lone-killer theory -- i.e., the motive of 
maintaining good diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union -- and, of course, that other political 
motive, not advertised but widely suspected to be even more compelling. 

All these reasons for suspicion might have been canceled had the Commission's Report 
been unexceptionably valid. That it was not was abundantly demonstrated by the wealth of 
dissenting documents that did not even wait publication of the Report (did not have to, since 
conclusions of the Commission were rather steadily leaked, and, of course, were predetermined 
anyhow) to start pouring from the presses of Europe and America. Most of the dissent was from 
the Left -- in spite of the fact that the Commission was itself obviously sympathetic to the Left 
and had as its first objective to pacify the Left as represented by the Soviet Union and Cuba. 
There is, however, never any satisfying the Left, which enjoyed the advantage of firing at a 
nominally American target which it could be sure would not vigorously strike back, and 
probably the further advantage of knowing that there was a conspiracy to kill Kennedy. 

The Leftwing critics of the Commission, although totally ineffective in their insinuations 
as to who did conspire to murder Kennedy, were naturally highly successful in impairing the 
credibility of a Commission which was handicapped by its own political commitment. This is not 
the place to settle the detailed arguments on which millions of words have already been 
expended -- nor is it necessary to settle all those arguments in order to be sure that the Warren 
Commission Report is unreliable. I would, however, like to mention one or two items of detail, 
more or less at random, which illustrate the kind of thing that destroys confidence in the 
Commission. I have not tried to become an expert in what has become a special field of study, 
and these items strike me because they happen to relate to part of my own life, or more or less 
accidentally came under my observation. Of course, if you find a couple of errors in a column of 
figures -- if you find one -- you don't have to prove that you have found all the errors which may 
be there in order to reject the given sum total. 

The Warren Commission accepted as facts the conclusions of the autopsy performed at 
Bethesda Naval Hospital. In so doing the Commission, as Edward Epstein has pointed out in 
Inquest, rejected reports of the F.B.I. which in certain respects directly contradicted the autopsy 
as published by the Commission. (Epstein seems to impugn not the physicians who conducted 
the autopsy but the Commission's reading and possible revision of the autopsy. Of course, a 
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Rightwinger's knowledge of contemporary history -- of the deaths of Forrestal, Taft, McCarthy 
-- breeds no more confidence in Bethesda than in Earl Warren.) The F.B.I.-Warren Commission 
contradiction which Epstein discusses concerns the first bullet to hit President Kennedy, and this 
bullet -- "Commission Exhibit 399" -- is also the crux of the controversy with other critics of the 
Commission, such as Mark Lane. The point at issue is whether "bullet 399" did or did not 
penetrate both Kennedy's neck and, continuing, Governor John Connally's chest and wrist, to 
lodge in Connally's thigh, whence eventually it fell out onto a stretcher, from which it was 
ultimately recovered. That this did occur is what is called the "single bullet theory," and 
incredible quantities of ink and video tape have been used in the dialogue over it. The 
importance of the discussion centers on a belief expressed by Epstein: "Either both men were hit 
by the same bullet, or there were two assassins." A couple of A.P. news-feature writers on the 
other side of the argument virtually agree on the significance of the point: "If Lane, Epstein or 
[Harold] Weisberg can demonstrate that this report is at fault ... out goes the theory -- and along 
with it the case against Oswald as the lone assassin." (Italics added.) It is tempting to get into 
this discussion of what Lane sarcastically calls "the magic bullet," but if I have anything to 
contribute to this general kind of analysis, it is a question about the second bullet to strike the 
President -- the lethal bullet which entered the lower right side of the back of his head and blew 
out the upper right side of his skull. Nobody survives a wound like that. Where did the bullet 
come from that did it? Oddly enough, in view of the ocean of words spilled over the first bullet, 
there has been almost no discussion of this second bullet. It is, however, highly discussable. 

Let's begin with an undisputed fact: The bullet that killed President Kennedy entered the 
back of his head near the base of his skull and somewhat to the right of center. ("Laterally to the 
right and slightly above the external occipital protuberance," is the language of the autopsy 
report.) The bullet traveled, relative to the axes of the skull, forward, up, and to the right. The 
wound of entrance was cleancut, but the tremendous energy of the high velocity bullet created an 
exit wound that left a hole in the skull some five inches in diameter. (Autopsy language: "a large 
irregular defect of the scalp and skull on the right involving chiefly the parietal bone but 
extending somewhat into the temporal and occipital regions.") Just where within this crater the 
bullet emerged cannot be definitely known, but any point chosen would still result in a trajectory 
that would be -- repeat: relative to the axes of the skull, forward, up, and to the right. 

Why, then, did Lt. Col. Pierre A. Finck, Chief of the Wound Ballistics Pathology Branch 
of the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology, who participated in the autopsy at Bethesda, testify: 
"President Kennedy was, in my opinion, shot from the rear. The bullet entered in the back of the 
head and went out the right side of his skull *** he was shot from above and behind."? Colonel 
Finck does not say so, but in context it seems plain that he means from above and behind and 
from the right, where Oswald was allegedly stationed in the sixth-floor window of the Texas 
School Book Depository. 

There can be no question that the bullet came "from behind" as Colonel Finck says, and 
traveled "forward," as I say above. But how explain the conflict between my "up and to the right" 
and his "from above" (equals down) and (by implication) from the right (equals to the left)? The 
answer is, of course, that if President Kennedy had been leaning far enough forward and to the 
left, then a line of flight which was up and to the right relative to his skull would have been down 
and to the left relative to the car in which he was tiding. Whether Oswald, or anyone stationed 
where he is said to have been, could have shot Kennedy through the upper right side of his head, 
as he was shot, depends on the bodily position of the President at the time the shot was fired. 
This fact was emphasized by Commander James J. Humes, senior pathologist at the Naval 
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Medical Center, in charge of the Kennedy autopsy at Bethesda November 22-23, 1963. Doctor 
Humes testified before the Warren Commission: 

"There are many variables under these circumstances. The most -- the crucial point, I 
believe, to be the relative position of the President's head in relation to the flight of the missile. 
Now this would be influenced by how far his head was bent, by the situation with regard to the 
level of the seat in the vehicle, off of the horizontal, and so forth." (Warren Commission 
Hearings, Vol. I, Page 358.) 

Commission member Allen Dulles asked, "Is the posture of the head of that figure there 
[indicating a drawing] roughly the inclination that you think the President's head had at the time 
from the other photographs?" 

Commander Doctor Humes replied: "Yes sir. From the photographs and based on the 
Physical examination of this wound, yes, sit." (Vol. II, Page 359. Italics added.) 

Notice the circular reasoning, the begging of the question of the origin of the bullet. 
Knowing, within limits, the trajectory of the bullet within the skull, you can determine the 
position of the skull when the bullet struck, ifyou know the origin of the shot; or you can 
determine the direction from which the bullet came, if you know the position of the skull. But you 
cannot determine both the line of flight of the bullet and the position of the skull simply from the 
path of the bullet through the skull. 

It seems evident that the autopsy physicians -- Commander Humes, Commander J. 
Thornton Boswell, and Colonel Finck -- were in effect given the window of the Book Depository 
building as the point of origin of the bullet and, of course, were given the approximate position 
of the Presidential automobile as the terminus, and, with these data and the wounds, they 
constructed the position of the skull at the moment of impact. It does not appear that they had 
independent knowledge of the position of the skull. Suppose there were positive knowledge that 
the President was not leaning far enough forward and to the left when he was hit by this bullet, 
for the shot to have come from the Book Depository window? We should then have to seek 
another point of origin of the shot. And the single-assassin theory would be invalidated. 

I do not claim to have such positive knowledge. But I think the question may be fairly 
asked: Was not the President actually in a more nearly upright position than Commander Humes 
and Colonel Finck supposed, and if so did not the second bullet -- the lethal bullet -- necessarily 
come "from behind," yes, but not "from above" and not from the right, but from below and from 
the left? 

It is a serious matter to ask such a question, and I ask it not as a matter of fanciful 
speculation, but seriously. Evidence exists -- not conclusive evidence such as would justify a 
positive statement: The position of the President's body, together with the wounds in his skull, 
means that the trajectory of the lethal bullet was nearly horizontal --_ but probative evidence, 
demanding that one inquire further into this startling possibility. The possibility is indeed 
startling, for if Kennedy was shot from behind, but not from above, and not from the right but 
somewhat from his left, then the list of suspects, broadened indeed from the loner Oswald, yet 
remains shockingly narrow. Eliminating at once the widow, who was victimized almost as much 
as her husband and escaped just by inches being killed herself, there remain three groups of 
possible suspects -- persons physically in position to have fired such a shot. These were: (1) 
spectators on the south side of Elm street near the point of assassination, (2) members of the 
Dallas police force, (3) members of the Secret Service. There were at this point so few spectators 
that none of them could possibly have shot the President with a rifle or even with a pistol without 
the virtual certainty of being seen. If a spectator did it, he had some sort of James Bond weapon; 
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he could only have been a very advanced agent of the C.I.A. or of some corresponding foreign 
bureau. This possibility is almost negligible. The possibility that Kennedy was not killed with a 
rifle is by no means negligible, however, as we shall see in a moment. 

What evidence is there that the President was in a more nearly upright bodily position 
than the Oswald theory requires? I will mention four items: (1) the Moorman photograph in the 
Dallas Times Herald of Sunday November 24, 1963; (2) the Zapruder film photographs in Life 
magazine of November 29, 1963, together with an editorial comment by Life; (3) testimony of 
Secret Service agent Clinton J. Hill before the Warren Commission; (4) a passage from The 
Death of a President by William Manchester. 

On Page A-3 of the Dallas Times Herald of November 24, 1963 there is a picture 
four-columns wide by six-inches deep with the following outline: "DYING PRESIDENT. This 
graphic photograph was taken by Mrs. Mary Moorman, of 2832 Ripplewood, who was standing 
on Elm street and snapped this Polaroid picture immediately after President John Kennedy was 
hit by an assassin's bullet. Mrs. Kennedy is leaning over to catch her husband's body as he falls, 
fatally wounded." We now know or believe that the President was not yet fatally wounded, that 
this photograph was made after the first hit, from which he might well have recovered, and 
immediately before the second, which took off the top of his head. The interval for Mrs. 
Moorman to take the Polaroid picture and the interval for the executioner to take the second shot 
were about the same. This photograph is about as close as we shall come to seeing Jack 
Kennedy's position when the lethal bullet hit him in the back of the head. Oddly enough, this 
picture seems not to have been used by the Warren Commission. What is the President's bodily 
position? He is inclining forward and to the left -- but by no means far enough for a bullet from 
the Book Depository sixth-floor to come out the top right side of his skull. It would, if this was 
the position when it hit, have come out his face. (There is abundant evidence that his face was 
not shattered.) 

Among the most extraordinary pictures of all time are the eight-millimeter color movies 
that one Abraham Zapruder, a dress manufacturer recently moved from New York to Dallas, 
took of the assassination of John F. Kennedy. Life magazine gave him $25,000 for the film; he 
gave the money to charity. Mr. Zapruder happened to be positioned on the north side of Elm 
Street, west of the Book Depository, on an elevated abutment which gave him good command of 
the scene. His enjoyment of the motorcade was turned to agony when the gunfire began, but he 
kept on operating his camera. (All that keeps Mr. Zapruder's feat from being historically unique 
is the fact that two days later the murder of Lee Harvey Oswald by Jack Ruby would be not only 
still-photographed but nationally televised.) The most remarkable scene in the Zapruder film is 
the one where Mrs. Kennedy, immediately after the second, lethal shot has struck her husband, 
climbs out on the trunk of the car toward the rear bumper just as Secret Service agent Clint Hill 
is jumping aboard the suddenly accelerating automobile by means of step and handrail there for 
such a purpose. Mrs. Kennedy, according to William Manchester and her own testimony before 
the Warren Commission, has no recollection of thus climbing out of the back seat where her 
husband had just been shot, and those who saw it might well not trust their own recollection if 
Zapruder had not taken the movie and Life had not published scenes from it showing Jackie in a 
perilous position on her hands and knees, facing the rear of the car, atop the back seat and the lid 
of the trunk. Life notes in the text accompanying the photographs that in this position the slain 
man's head was against the calf of the woman's left leg, thus explaining the extraordinary amount 
of blood on her stocking. 

Now here is the point of all that: For a bullet from Oswald's perch to have cut the path 
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indicated through the President's skull, he would have to have been already pitched so far 
forward and to the left into his wife's lap that when she arose in shocked panic to climb out of the 
rear seat onto the trunk he would have fallen further forward to the floor of the car or against the 
jump seats in front of him. Evidently he was still far enough back so that his body rested on the 
back of the seat until Mrs. Kennedy was herself pushed back into the automobile by Clint Hill. 
Mr. Hill told the Warren Commission: "I simply just pushed and she moved -- somewhat 
voluntarily -- right back into the same seat she was in. The President -- when she had attempted 
to get out onto the trunk of the car, his body apparently did not move too much, because when 
she got back into the car he was at that time, when I got on top of the car, face up in her lap." 
(Vol. II, Page 140.) 

Clinton J. Hill was the Secret Service man specifically responsible for the safety of Mrs. 
Kennedy. He and Rufus W. Youngblood, who was in charge of the detail responsible for the then 
Vice President, were the only two Secret Service agents to emerge from the assassination 
weekend with any credit. Both were given medals, and Youngblood is now in charge of the 
White House detail. Hill's testimony before the Warren Commission is of extraordinary interest: 
first, because of the passage quoted above, which implies that the President was not leaning 
extremely far forward or to the left before being hit in the head; second, because his description 
of just how much forward and leftward inclination there was coincides very well with what the 
Moorman photograph in the Times Herald shows, as will be seen in the quotation below; third, 
because Hill, who was nearer to the President than anyone else not actually in the same car, gives 
a unique account of the sound of the fatal shot. Here is Hill's account of all the shooting. He was 
standing on the left running board of the Secret Service "follow-up" car just a few feet behind the 
Presidential open limousine. 

... aS we came out of the curve, and began to straighten up, I was viewing the area which 

looked to be a park. There were people scattered throughout the entire park. And 

I heard a noise from my right rear, which to me seemed to be a fire-cracker. I 

immediately looked to my right, and, in so doing, my eyes had to cross the 

Presidential limousine and I saw President Kennedy grab at himself and lurch 

forward and to the left.... I jumped from the car, realizing that something was 

wrong, ran to the Presidential limousine. Just about as I reached it, there was 

another sound, which was different than the first sound. I think I described it in 

my statement as though someone was shooting a revolver into a hard object -- it 

seemed to have some type of an echo. J put my right foot, I believe it was, on the 

left rear step of the automobile, and I had a hold of the handgrip with my hand, 

when the car lurched forward. I lost my footing and I had to run about three or 

four more steps before I could get back up in the car. 

Between the time I originally grabbed the handhold and until I was up on 

the car, Mrs. Kennedy -- the second noise that I heard had removed a portion of 

the President's head, and he had slumped noticeably to his left. Mrs. Kennedy had 

jumped up from the seat and was, it appeared to me, reaching for something 

coming off the right rear bumper of the car, the right rear tail, when she noticed 

that I was trying to climb on the car. She turned toward me and I grabbed her and 

put her back in the back seat, crawled up on top of the back seat and lay there. 

* * * 


Mr. SPECTER [Warren Commission lawyer]. Was there any movement of 
the President's head or shoulders immediately after the first shot, that you 
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recollect? 

Mr. HILL. Yes, sir. Immediately when I saw him he was like this, and 
going left and forward. 

Mr. SPECTER. Indicating a little fall to the left front. 

Mr. HILL. Yes, sir. (Vol. Upp. 138-139. Roman added.) 

Clint Hill's testimony is entirely consistent, as can be seen, with the Moorman photograph 
-- both indicate that the President was inclining forward and to the left, as would have been 
required for a bullet from the Book Depository to cut through his skull as was done, but not 
inclining anywhere near far enough to meet that requirement! It is also noteworthy that the 
acoustical peculiarity of the second shot as described by Hill does not accord too well with the 
theory that it came from rifle fire high in the rear. Clint Hill was regarded by Mrs. Kennedy, 
according to William Manchester, as "the brightest agent on the White House Detail." (Page 
350.) His conduct as reflected in the records of the tragic weekend supports the estimate. I would 
not dismiss his impression, which he repeated to the Commission. 

Mr. SPECTER....what was your reaction as to where the first shot came from, Mr. Hill? 

Mr. HILL. Right rear, 

Mr. SPECTER. And did you have a reaction or impression as to the 
source or point of origin of the second shot that you described? 

Mr. HILL. It was right, but I cannot say for sure that it was rear, because 

when I mounted the car it was -- it had a different sound, first of all, than the first 

sound that I heard. The second one had almost a double sound -- as though you 

were standing against something metal and firing into it, and you hear both the 

sound of a gun going off and the sound of the cartridge hitting the metal place, 

which could have been caused probably by the hard surface of the head. But Iam 

not sure that that is what caused it. (Vol. II, Page 144,) 

It does not seem to me that the Warren Commission was sufficiently interested in this bit 
of testimony. Except to ask whether any shots seemed to originate from the front of the car (Hill 
said no) there were no further questions of this expert witness who at the center of the action did 
not think the shot that killed President Kennedy sounded as if it came from a rifle on the sixth 
floor of the School Book Depository building. 

Hill's testimony suffered for lack of cross-examination, and he was not cross-examined 
because there was no real legal adversary of the Commission's obvious preconception that 
Oswald alone was guilty of the assassination. Hill's description of Kennedy's posture at the 
instant the lethal bullet struck is, of course, no more conclusive than is the Moorman photograph; 
yet both comport with the view that a bullet which entered the base of the brain and came out the 
right side and top of the President's head would have had to originate lower and further toward 
the left than Oswald's alleged position. The position of the wounded head is the key to the 
problem. Hill said the sound was from the right, but not necessarily from the rear. Well, it had to 
be from the rear of Kennedy. The bullet went in the back of his head. If it was not from the rear 
of Hill, it must have been from between the two -- from the tail of the Presidential limousine or 
the front of the follow-up car -- perhaps some kind of James Bond device again. That is too 
fantastic. (It is?’ 
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*') Hill must have been mistaken. He was not necessarily mistaken about the sound coming 
from the right. Kennedy could more easily have been leaning far enough to the left than far 
enough forward. Or the sound could have actually originated on Hill's left and been heard on his 
right. The famous "grassy knoll" was on his right, also structures that could have caused an echo. 
The special echo that Hill dwelt upon in his description, by the way, fits the admittedly very 
far-out thought that the shot came from one of the automobiles. 

Let me suggest a very simple thing I did to clarify this problem in my own mind. I got 
from my wife a ball of knitting yarn and a knitting needle. Looking at a picture of Commission 
Exhibit 386, which shows the location of the wounds in the President's skull, I put the needle 
through the ball of yarn to represent the approximate line of flight of the bullet. If you hold such 
a contrivance in front of you in what would be a face-forward, back-to-you, upright position of 
the simulated head, you will see that the needle slants down, perhaps forty-five degrees, and to 
your left, perhaps twenty degrees. You will now suppose that the window in the Texas School 
Book Depository is behind you, to your right, and six stories above you. In order to make the 
needle point that way you will have to rotate the ball of yarn quite far forward and to the left -- 
so far that the area corresponding to a human face is now within thirty degrees of horizontal, 
looking down and somewhat to the left. It will cause you to wonder whether the President was 
actually leaning over that far when he was hit the second, and final, time. 


There is one more witness to call -- William Manchester. No question he is an expert, I quote 
from the jacket of his book: "At the invitation of the Chief Justice, Mr. Manchester was a 
privileged observer of the Warren Commission inquiry. Meanwhile, however, he had developed 
his own sources of information. Operating out of headquarters in the National Archives, for two 
years he worked twelve to fifteen hours a day, conducting a major historical investigation 
throughout Texas and elsewhere, accumulating forty-five volumes and portfolios of transcribed 
tapes, shorthand, documents, and exhibits, all of which will be deposited in the Kennedy library." 
It may be added that Mr. Manchester is a devout believer in the theory of Oswald's unique guilt. 
He writes: 

Lee Oswald has been repeatedly identified here as the President's slayer. He is never 

"alleged" or "suspected" or "supposed" or "surmised "; he is the culprit. Some, 

intimidated by the fiction that only judges may don the black cap and condemn, 

may disapprove. The managing editor of the New York Times apologized to his 

readers for a headline describing Oswald as the murderer, and four months after 

the appearance of the Warren Report the Washington Post continued to refer to 

him as "the presumed assassin." But enough is enough. The evidence pointing to 

his guilt is far more incriminating than that against Booth, let alone Judas 

Iscariot. [You should have let that alone, Mr. Manchester.] He is the right man; 

there is nothing provisional about it. The mark of Cain was upon him. (Page 278.) 

Mr. Manchester is a literary artist who chose to cast his magnum opus into the form of a 
novel, and therefore he writes in the style of omniscience. And indeed his knowledge of the 
events of November 20-November 25, 1963 is tremendous. Nevertheless, he is not omniscient. If 
he were, it would be possible to refute completely his atypical polemic paragraph above with one 
of his more typical narrative passages -- with, indeed, the apogee of his narrative orbit: 

The First Lady, in her last act as First Laity, leaned solicitously toward the President. 

His face was quizzical. She had seen that expression so often, when he was 

puzzling over a difficult press conference question. Now, in a gesture of infinite 

grace, he raised his right hand, as though to brush back his tousled chestnut hair. 
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But the motion faltered. The hand fell back limply. He had been reaching for the 

top of his head. But it wasn't there any more. (Page 158.) 

The actions of the President and his Lady which William Manchester here describes 
cannot be reconciled with the bodily position of a man tumbled so far forward into his wife's lap 
that a bullet path thirty-five degrees upward relative to his skull will be fifteen degrees 
downward relative to the vehicle in which they are riding. Mrs. Kennedy could not have been 
looking into her husband's face, the President could not have been lifting his hand "in a gesture 
of infinite grace" to brush back his tousled hair. Those motions of these actors in the tragedy 
imply at least a semi-upright attitude. The verdict of the Warren Commission precludes such a 
possibility. I am no partisan of Mr. Manchester. I find his book frequently distasteful and 
sometimes demonstrably inaccurate. Yet I believe he was far more conscientious historically and 
literally than Chief Justice Earl Warren, I am willing to believe that he was better informed as to 
the kind of detail with which we are here concerned than was any member of the Warren 
Commission, and I suspect that his literary tour de force describes more accurately, after all, than 
the pedantry of the Warren Report the valedictory posture of the doomed President. As William 
Manchester has described it, Jack Kennedy had the top of his head blown off by somebody other 
than Lee Harvey Oswald. 

I have gone into this matter with great reluctance; for the thrust of my reasoning is to put the 
killer physically very close to the victim. Not that all the shots had such an origin. Shots could 
have come from the School Book Depository, as the Warren Commission insists, shots could 
have come from the "grassy knoll," as Lane and other Commission critics protest. But the shot 
which Clint Hill heard as the second one was different -- had a different sound, the sound of a 
pistol echoing on metal -- and it came, I contend, from a different direction, from a direction in 
which there was no one to fire a shot except police, the Secret Service men, and a handful of 
spectators, any one of whom would have been instantly observed. 

Or so one supposes. Who saw Oswald? Howard Brennan, a pipefitter, saw him. Bob 
Jackson of the Dallas Morning News saw a rifle protruding from the window. Amos Lee Euins, 
a teenager, saw the second shot, as did Brennan. Oswald was captured on the basis of Brennan's 
description. Others saw or heard what the Warren Commission accepted as Oswald's deadly 
sharpshooting from the sixth-floor window. But no policeman or Secret Service agent saw 
anything. They are trained for their jobs, and their instructions were to watch carefully all tall 
buildings. A number of them looked toward the roof of the Book Depository, for on it was a 
Hertz advertising sign which included a clock. Secret Service agent Rufus Youngblood, in 
charge of Lyndon's protection (he did a good job, got a medal and a promotion for it) looked at 
the sign at 12:30. The shooting began at 12:30. Youngblood, unlike all the other agents except 
Emory Roberts, recognized the first shot as a shot. He promptly took action to push Lyndon 
down in the car and protect him with his own body. Except Clint Hill, he was the only agent to 
act immediately. Yet this superior individual among an elite group, looking just as the shooting 
began at the precise section of the building where the rifleman stood at the window, saw nothing. 
If anyone at all in authority knew or seriously thought the shots came from the Book Depository, 
why was not the building sealed off at once? If Oswald did what the Warren Commission 
concluded he did, then he was on the sixth floor, and the elevators were not working. He 
allegedly stopped on the second floor on the way downstairs and bought a Coke. A policeman 
saw him, and the building superintendent just said, Oh, he works here, or words to that effect. 
Oswald continued on his not unleisurely way out the building. And, of course, the F.B.I. knew 
that Oswald was working in this building, knew he had lived in Russia, had recently been to the 
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Soviet Embassy in Mexico City, knew -- God knows what they knew. 

There is general agreement that those charged with protection of the President in Dallas 
that day were on the borderline of criminal negligence. The only question is, which side of the 
border? Someone has asked, Why didn't the Dallas police or the Secret Service see that rifle out 
of the window at 12:30 P.M., November 22, 1963? And someone has answered, They did. But we 
don't know that, most of us don't even suspect it. What I do suspect is that it wasn't that rifle that 
did the job anyhow. 

Whatever the malfeasance or nonfeasance of the Dallas police, the Secret Service, the 
F.B.I., they were all under orders from higher up. To be sure, the man supposedly highest up in 
their chain of command was the one that got killed. The crucially bad link was presumably 
somewhere between him and the working level. Or an outside force might break the chain, 
intrude into the chain, at any point. What is not credible is that anyone who could have done it 
could have had a personal motive to kill Kennedy. The motive of the man who fired the shot was 
undoubtedly obedience. The motive of the man who originated the order was to effect a coup 
d'etat. 

Before proceeding to speculate as to who that may have been -- for the thing is by no 
means so self-evident as MacBird buffs may suppose -- let me make one further note about the 
credibility of the Warren Report, and of various government agencies if they are correctly 
represented by the Warren Report. In examining the question as to why the F.B.I. did not warn 
the Secret Service of Oswald's possible presence along the motorcade route, the Report quotes J. 
Edgar Hoover to the effect that the Bureau, although it knew a good deal about Oswald, had no 
reason before the assassination to consider him dangerous, because the only thing in his record to 
show that he was dangerous was his attempt to kill General Edwin A. Walker the night of April 
10, 1963, and the F.B.I. did not know anything about that until after the assassination. The 
Report says further, "Prior to November 22, 1963, no law enforcement agency had any 
information to connect Oswald with the attempted shooting of General Walker." (Warren Report, 
New York Times edition, Page 419, italics added.) Elsewhere the Report says, "Until December 
3, 1963, the Walker shooting remained unsolved." (/bid., Page 170.) It was on December second 
that Mrs. Ruth Paine, in whose home the Oswalds had lived, turned over to the police materials 
in which was found a note in Oswald's handwriting which is construed as a virtual confession of 
planning to kill Walker. Marina Oswald said her husband had indicated to her that he was the 
one who shot at General Walker. The news was headlined in American papers of December 6, 
1963. 

Yet on November 29, 1963 the Deutsche National Zeitung of Munich reportedly ran a 
story translated as follows: "THE STRANGE CASE OF OSWALD. The murderer of Kennedy 
made an attempt on U.S. General Walker's life early in the summer when General Walker was 
sitting in his study. The bullet missed Walker's head only by inches. Oswald was seized, but the 
following investigation -- as it was reported to us -- was stopped by U.S. General Attorney [sic], 
Robert Kennedy." 

I cannot vouch for the authenticity of that gruesome suggestion that Bobby for some 
reason unwittingly proved the wisdom of the policy, "bear like the Turk no brother near the 
throne." 

I do know this: that General Walker told me personally by long-distance telephone in 
June of 1967 that evidence is available to establish that Oswald was picked up between 9:00 
P.M. and midnight, April 10, 1963 (the shooting occurred that night at 9:00) and was released. I 
have known General Walker six years. I worked for the Federal Government six years. I have 
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never known General Walker to lie. I cannot say the same for the Government. I have to agree 
with the English Leftist Hugh Trevor-Roper, to whose side in general I am not at all inclined, 
that "the crux of the matter" is "a question of confidence," and like him I must "admit that [T] 
lack confidence in the evidence submitted to the [Warren] Commission and the Commission's 
handling of it." 

I must also admit, however, that I have no confidence in any positive construction of my 
own as to details of the crime and individuals personally involved. I consider the theory of 
Oswald as a lone-wolf assassin to be inherently incredible, circumstantially improbable, and 
politically useful to the real authors of the coup d'etat. Thus I reject the Warren Report's 
conclusion Number Eleven: "On the basis of the evidence before the Commission it concludes 
that Oswald acted alone." I agree rather with the opinion attributed by Ramparts magazine to 
New Orleans District Attorney Jim Garrison that the assassination was the work of a "powerful 
domestic force." I do not, let me say, agree with Garrison that John F. Kennedy was "one of the 
finest Presidents we ever had," and I doubt whether Garrison has the conspiracy which effected 
the coup d'etat completely and accurately figured out. It is unlikely that even a brave and gifted 
local prosecutor is going to penetrate the veil behind which that "powerful domestic force" 
operates. He is not going to get far enough behind the veil to explicate the plot in detail. And, of 
course, neither am I. 

What we can do is catch glimpses and discern broad outlines. We cannot identify. the killer -- 
meaning either the person who pulled the trigger or the person who instigated the operation -- but 
we can determine the milieu in which the killer achieved his dreadful capability. Simply for 
illustration, and without waiving any of our foregoing arguments, suppose that on the literal level 
Oswald were the solitary killer -- no accomplices in the deed itself. There remains the matter of 
motivation. What drove him to it? Something environmental. Oswald was young, sensitive, 
nervous -- and conscious of being alone --_ which, naturally, he resented, which eventually he 
found unendurable, a torment. 


And from that torment I will free myself, 


said Richard III. Blast out with a rifle, adaptation of Oswald, whom also "love forswore." 

(Mrs. Oswald told [a] friend ... that Oswald 'was not a man. -- Warren Report, New York 
Times edition, Page 394.) Society made Oswald what he was -- not society in general, some 
particular segment of society. Who can gauge the effect on this sensitive youth of association in 
Dallas with witty, sophisticated, cosmopolitan George de Mohrenschildt, an old friend of 
Jacqueline Kennedy's mother? What maddening contrasts may not have presented themselves to 
the fevered imagination of the alienated, frustrated boy in his longings for love, for learning, for 
power! We live in an age, as John Kenneth Galbraith has pointed out, of collective responsibility. 
I adopt (for the time being) the philosophy of Earl Warren, who on first hearing of the 
assassination instantly blamed "bigots" -- not a particular bigot, but bigots in general. And I 
adopt the "Liberal" creed which blames -- DALLAS. Dallas killed Kennedy. No doubt about it. 

Let me tell you a little bit about Dallas. I've lived there twice, been in and out of it a 
hundred times -- over a period of fifty years. I've lived in Fort Worth, too, and Waco, and 
Abilene, and Lufkin, and Kingsville. I've been around Texas a good deal, born there, relatives all 
around. I like Dallas. A lot of people don't, but I do. Here is the thing about Dallas -- it is in 
Texas and has lots of Texans in it -- but it is not Texas. It is not Texas any more than New York 
is America. In fact, Dallas is New York. 

It is a metastatic phenomenon. Dallas is New York fifteen hundred miles away from 
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Manhattan. It is more New York than Brooklyn is. Dallas is a money town, a skyscraper town, a 
clothes town, a promoter town, a culture-snob town, a get-up-and-go place. It is, to be sure, full 
of hicks and rednecks, but they are there mostly because they want to quit being that. And they 
do not run the town. The town is run from New York. You're always hearing about H. L. Hunt. 
Mr. Hunt is a real loner. And he puts on his own kind of show. He is a subject of diverting 
conversation. He is incredibly rich. So is the sheik of Kuwait. Mr. Hunt produces oil. He's got to 
sell it. He sells lots of it to Jersey Standard. Mr. Hunt is a remarkable man, but he is not Dallas, 
and he is not influential in Dallas, compared, say, to Fred Florence of the Republic National 
Bank. The Republic National and the First National of Dallas are the only two banks in the South 
with deposits over a billion dollars (as of June 30, 1965). Dallas is a Federal Reserve town. The 
Wall Street Journal is published in Dallas. Dallas is the only original fashion center between 
New York and California. As for culture: I haven't kept up, but till his death a few years ago E. 
De Golyer of Dallas owned the Saturday Review outright. (In Dallas, and New York I suppose, 
they consider that culture.) Of course a big part of the city floats on oil, and oil means 
Rockefeller. Modern Dallas is sort of a project of the Rockefellers' Chase Manhattan Bank. 

When you say Dallas killed Kennedy you are saying New York did it. 

Not all of New York, of course. Just the people who run it. They are the people that just 
about run the country. This country. Of course they run several other countries much more 
completely. Venezuela, for example. Arab States. 


John F. Kennedy was not in the New York Establishment, and certainly not of it, but as 
President he was closely associated with it -- too close for comfort. To the Establishment the 
President of the United States is either an invaluable servant or an intolerable nuisance. John F. 
Kennedy appeared in first one light and then the other. 

Arthur Schlesinger Jr. has told of the initial rapprochement between Kennedy and the 
Establishment, "the New York financial and legal community" of which the "household deities 
were Henry L. Stimson and Elihu Root; its present leaders, Robert A. Lovett and John J. 
McCloy; its front organizations, the Rockefeller, Ford and Carnegie foundations and the Council 
on Foreign Relations; its organs the New York Times and Foreign Affairs." With this formidable 
entity Kennedy "was little acquainted," says Schlesinger, and it in turn had looked on him "with 
some suspicion ... mostly because of his father, whom it had long since blackballed as a 
maverick in finance and an isolationist in foreign policy." But politics, as everyone knows, 
produces unexpected patterns of cohabitation. "Now that he was President ... they were prepared 
to rally round; and, now that he was President, he was prepared to receive them .... The chief 
agent in the negotiation was Lovett, a man of great subtlety, experience and charm." (A 
Thousand Days, Houghton, 1965, pp. 106-107.) 

It was Lovett who furnished for Kennedy's Cabinet both Robert S. McNamara and Dean 
Rusk, both of whom have under Lyndon Johnson strengthened their own positions and refined 
the Establishment's control of national policy. Lovett himself had first brought young Bob 
McNamara to the Pentagon during World War II and considered him, among a group of 
"management specialists" from Harvard Business School, "the prize of the lot." Kennedy, 
unfortunately, was "impressed by Lovett's recommendation." The toughest problem of Cabinet 
formation, says Schlesinger, was deciding on a Secretary of State, the top-ranking officer. Adlai 
Stevenson, Chester Bowles, J. William Fulbright, David Bruce, and others were considered, but 
at a crucial point in the deliberations Lovett "began to argue vigorously for Dean Rusk." And Mr. 
Rusk, alas, got the job. 

In the course of time the relationship between the President and these key Cabinet 
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members began to be abrasive. There was talk that Rusk would have to go, Kennedy was so 
dissatisfied with his -- Schlesinger calls it "inscrutability." With McNamara the situation was 
otherwise; Kennedy was as impressed by the man as he had been by Lovett's recommendation of 
him. It was McNamara, however, who got them all into a jam through his bullheaded and 
irrational insistence on giving the TFX airplane contract to Convair instead of Boeing, when the 
latter was low bidder and had the support of all the technical experts. The scandal latent in this 
affair could have ruined the whole Kennedy Administration, which might have saved itself by 
jettisoning McNamara and Vice President Lyndon Johnson, who was widely thought to have 
applied illegitimate pressure in favor of Fort Worth-based Convair as against Seattle- and 
Wichita-based Boeing. It was at a press conference on October 31, 1963, three weeks and a day 
before his death, that Kennedy was put on the spot about the TFX contract. He defended it, but 
one may suppose that he did not relish having to do so. Still less could he have relished the 
prospect of campaigning within the year in the lurid reflection of scandals created by Lyndon's 
other friends, Billie Sol Estes and Bobby Baker. 

As of November 1963, Kennedy was disenchanted with Secretary of State Rusk, he was 
critically embarrassed by Secretary of Defense McNamara, he was without doubt deeply 
disgusted with Vice President Lyndon Johnson. It would hardly have occurred to him that the 
simplest solution of this whole snarl of problems would be his own death. 

But the relationship between the Establishment and Kennedy was not going well at all. 
This President really thought, it seems, that business men were "sons-of-bitches." They in turn 
lacked confidence in him. He was not dependable like their man Rusk, their man McNamara, not 
even like Lyndon Johnson, who could hardly be called their man, but was approachable by men 
like, say Robert Anderson, who were theirs. 

Perhaps no Irishman can belong to the Establishment. Not really. It isn't that the 
Establishment won't have them, but simply that they won't stay put. The Establishment will 
support people of charm and reckless valor, but it will not integrate with them. Kennedy said he 
wanted "power all the way." And it had begun to look as though he meant it. Certainly he was 
taking his office too seriously. He was going out of control -- on his own. 

Until Dallas. 

Wins for Clinton, Bush 

Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton established himself as the probable Democratic 
presidential candidate, defeating former Massachusetts Senator Paul Tsongas in the "Super 
Tuesday" primary races on March 10th and the Illinois and Michigan races on March 17th. 
Although Tsongas won in his home territory, taking the Massachusetts and Rhode Island 
primaries and the Delaware caucuses, Clinton defeated him solidly in the south, taking 51 
percent of the vote in Florida, where Tsongas had counted on a strong showing. Clinton also won 
easily in Tennessee, Oklahoma, Mississippi, Texas, and Louisiana. 

In the Illinois race, Clinton took 51 percent of the vote to 26 percent for Tsongas, and in 
Michigan, Tsongas placed a dismal third behind former California Governor Jerry Brown, who 
took 28 percent of the vote. The combined victories gave Clinton roughly half the delegates 
needed to lock up the Democratic nomination. 

On March 9th, Iowa Senator Tom Harkin followed Virginia Governor Douglas Wilder 
and Senator Bob Kerrey of Nebraska, bowing out of the Democratic presidential race. 

On the Republican side, President Bush defeated Pat Buchanan in the "Super Tuesday" 
battle as well as in Illinois and Michigan, prompting speculation that Buchanan would concede 
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defeat and drop from the race. Buchanan, however, was continuing to garner between 20 and 30 
percent of all votes -- not enough for victory, but sufficient to embarrass Mr. Bush and to draw 
attention to the American public's dissatisfaction with his Administration. Throughout his 
campaign, Buchanan has challenged the President on foreign aid, big government spending, and 
on the need to put national interests ahead of those of an emerging "new world order." 

House Bank Scandal 

Following a five-month investigation by the House Ethics Committee, the House of 
Representatives on March 13th agreed by a vote of 426 to 0 to make public the names of 355 
former and current members who wrote check overdrafts at the House bank. The investigation 
was prompted by a September 18, 1991 report from the General Accounting Office showing that 
over 8,300 bad checks were written on accounts at the bank between July 1989 and June 1990. 
The Ethics Committee appointed a panel of six House members who had not overdrawn their 
accounts at the bank, and after receiving the panel's report, the Committee recommended that the 
House reveal the names of 19 current and five former representatives who had overdrawn their 
accounts by more than a month's salary. But pressure from the Republican side of the House 
eventually caused House Speaker Thomas Foley (D-WA) to agree to listing all 355 individuals 
who had written bad checks. 

The vote sent nervous representatives rushing back to their home states to apologize and 
offer explanations to angry constituents. Many House members blamed the problem on bad 
management of the House bank, stating that the bank rarely warned them when they were 
overdrawn. (The bank's manager, Sergeant-at-Arms Jack Russ, resigned on March 12th, as the 
House began debating over who to expose.) The worst offender, former Representative Tommy 
Robinson (R-AR), who reportedly wrote 996 bad checks over a 39-month period, claimed that he 
was never told of any problems with his account during his six years in Congress. 

UN Warns Iraq 

The United Nations Security Council warned Iraq on March 12th that it must comply 
with orders given at the end of the Gulf war to relinquish its most dangerous weapons and to 
submit its military industries to UN monitoring. It rejected Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister Tariq 
Aziz's insistence, given in a March 11th speech before the Security Council, that his country had 
done as much as it could to comply with ceasefire terms. Aziz said that Iraq had already 
destroyed 270,000 weapons and other military items and tons more of prohibited materials, but 
firmly maintained that Security Council orders for Iraq to destroy equipment used to 
manufacture such weapons as the scud missile infringed on the country's national security and 
sovereignty. 

The United States, Britain, and France have warned that unless Iraq begins to comply 
with the Council's ceasefire orders, they may resume military actions against Iraq, including air 
strikes against the contested weapons plants and alleged secret nuclear sites. 

As of March 12th, the United Nations was preparing to send another inspection team to 
Baghdad, and did not rule out an attempt by the team to destroy scud manufacturing equipment 
that Iraq claimed it wanted to convert to civilian use. 

Menachem Begin Dies 

Former Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin died on March 9th at the age of 78. A 
Zionist guerilla during Israel's early struggle for independence, Begin entered the political arena 
of the new Jewish state, eventually rising to become its prime minister in 1977. Under his 
administration, Israel made its first and only peace with an Arab enemy when Begin and 
Egyptian President Anwar el-Sadat signed the "Camp David Accord" in March 1979. 
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In 1982, Begin sent troops into Lebanon to wipe out Palestinian terrorists who were 
making deadly raids into Israel. But the action turned into a long-term Israeli occupation of 
Lebanon, taking a heavy toll in Israeli dead and wounded. 

In 1983, Begin resigned as prime minister and spent the remainder of his life in seclusion. 
Friends and observers say that the heavy casualty toll of the Lebanon occupation, plus the 1982 
death of his wife of 46 years, were more than Begin could overcome. 

Israeli Embassy Bombed 

A powerful bomb destroyed the five-story Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires, Argentina on 
March 17th, killing at least ten and injuring more than 100. The dead included two police 
officers and three children, but Israeli embassy officials declined to disclose how many embassy 
staff members were killed. 

-- DAVID W. BOHON 


NATION The Sky's 


Not Falling 

Dr. Petr Beckmann is professor emeritus of electrical engineering at the University of 
Colorado at Boulder. For nearly 20 years, he has edited and published Access to Energy, a 
science and technology newsletter dedicated to free enterprise. Dr. Beckmann is the author of 
the book, The Health Hazards of NOT Going Nuclear (1976). He was interviewed by Thomas 
R. Eddlem. 

Q. The major media recently devoted major attention to the "preliminary" findings of a 
NASA study examining the question of ozone depletion. Does this study actually show that the 
Earth's ozone layer is vanishing? 

A. The study itself, as far as I can ascertain, talks only about the amount of chlorine 
monoxide in the air. The chlorine monoxide concentrations evidently come from the eruption of 
Mount Pinatubo. 

Q. How does chlorine monoxide affect the ozone ? 

A. Ozone is a very unstable compound of three oxygen atoms which will hook onto 
anything it can. If you have chlorine in the ozone layer, the ozone might combine with it instead 
of using up the energy of the shortwave ultraviolet light for another chemical reaction. We know 
that there have been volcanic eruptions throughout the ages without the ozone layer suffering 
appreciable damage. Although the chlorine does get into the stratosphere, obviously it is a 
mechanism that is not important. 

Q. Does the ozone layer actually protect us from ultraviolet rays? 

A. Yes, but it is not that simple. It is not like a steel door under machine gun fire, and 
when you open the door the bullets come through. It is the sunlight that produces the ozone in 
the first place. During the night, when there is no sun, the ozone recombines into oxygen. This is 
the main mechanism. 

There is no indication to what extent chlorine might compete with the mechanism of 
recombination. There is no indication that CFCs [chlorofluorocarbons] are as important as 
volcanic eruptions and other naturally occurring chlorines. The chlorine spewed out in the last 
volcanic eruption of Mount Pinatubo was 500 times larger than the annual production of CFCs in 
the whole world. 

Q. Are you saying that ozone is not being depleted by man? 

A. Iam saying that man's activity has a negligible effect compared to natural activity. 
Beyond that, I do not accept that there is any permanent ozone depletion. In all geophysics, you 
have variables that fluctuate over years, decades, centuries, and even millennia. The ozone 
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concentration has been measured with accuracy only since the advent of satellites. Measurements 
did show a very slight depletion in the mean up until 1986, which was the solar minimum, the 
minimum of solar activity. From 1986 until the present day, the mean ozone concentration has 
been rising, so that there is no depletion. 

These mean decreases -- and, since 1986, increases -- amount to a fraction of one percent 
per year of the total ozone concentration. Compare this to the variation with latitude and seasons. 
For example, the difference in ozone concentration above Seattle and San Diego amounts to 25 
percent. Similarly, the difference between spring and fall is again 25 percent. So what we are 
talking about here is a phenomenon that first of all, is not a constant depletion, and second, is 
minute compared to the natural variations of the ozone concentration. 

Q. Can chlorofluorocarbons actually get up into the ozone? 

A. Yes they can, but here again you have to be careful. When you say CFCs from spray 
cans, there are no more CFCs in spray cans, and even when there were, they were a very minute 
fraction. CFCs are extremely stable, chemically. They will not enter into chemical reactions with 
anything else down here on Earth, but they can be broken up by sunlight of the shorter 
wavelengths if they get into the stratosphere. 

Q. Why would they get into the stratosphere? 

A. Well the atmosphere circulates all of the time, and there are a lot of processes going 
on that bring CFCs into the atmosphere in minute amounts. Compare this to a hurricane, which 
will bring seawater brine into the stratosphere and the sunlight will decompose the brine just as it 
will decompose other chemicals. Other chemicals are in the stratosphere in much greater 
amounts than the CFCs, not only from spray cans but also from leaking refrigerators and 
automobile air conditioning units. 

Q. Has the level of ultraviolet (UV) radiation reaching the Earth's surface increased or 
decreased over the last decade? 

A. Observation stations around the United States have registered no increase in 
shortwave UV since the mid-1970s, when they began taking measurements, and several of them 
have registered a decrease. This is the UV they are talking about that allegedly causes skin 
cancer, which is another half-truth. 

Q. What does cause skin cancer? 

A. There are many types of skin cancer, but there is only one which is very dangerous, 
called melanoma. Except for melanoma, skin cancer has a cure rate of 99 percent. Normal skin 
cancer, other than melanoma, is caused by ultraviolet radiation, and this you can immediately see 
by its strong correlation with latitude. The lower the latitude, the more skin cancer. Northern 
Australia, where biologically speaking the white man is at high risk, has the highest incidence of 
skin cancer. The other races are protected against this by pigments in the skin. 

Q. What about melanoma? 

A. When you compare other skin cancer with melanoma, the usual trick is to say that we 
do not know where melanoma comes from, and that melanoma is rapidly rising. Therefore, just 
to be careful, let's do everything to keep the ozone layer intact. 

Now, while it is true that melanoma is increasing rapidly, it is also true that we do not 
know why it is increasing. But we do know that it does not come from radiation. For one thing, it 
is only weakly correlated with geographical latitude, unlike the other skin cancers. And for 
another, it appears in places that have not been exposed to radiation, such as the buttocks and the 
soles of feet. These two points are never made by the sham scientists and environmentalists. 
They use melanoma simply as a scare lactic, concealing the fact that, even though we don't know 
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where it comes from, we do know it does not come from shortwave UV radiation. 

Q. The January issue of Science magazine carried an article about how human sulfur 
emissions can create aerosols which reflect UV radiation? Could you comment on this? 

A. This issue has more to do with global warming. If that mechanism turns out to be 
valid, which is still an unanswered question, then it would damage the global warming theory, 
not the ozone layer theory. 

Q. Couldn't environmentalists argue that the level of short-range UV reaching the 
Earth's surface has remained constant because it has been offset by the aerosols being created 
by sulfur emissions. 

A. They are already saying that. They claim that normal air pollution -- not only sulfates 
but all kinds of air pollution -- is absorbing the UV rays, and therefore cannot be measured. This 
is pure nonsense because many of these stations that measure UV radiation are not in cities at all. 
And then there is the myth that all American cities are polluted. There is no doubt that cities in 
basins -- such as Los Angeles and Denver -- are at times very heavily polluted. But air pollution 
over other cities has been almost completely cleaned up. 

Let me give you an example from England. London fog used to be so bad you would 
literally have to feel your way along city streets because the visibility was so poor. It was that 
thick. But fogs like that no longer exist in London because the British have cleaned up their 
power stations and they have cleaned up the country's industrial emissions to such an extent that 
the fog no longer has anything to condense on. 

In the United States, billions of dollars are being spent to increase already stringent 
pollution clean-up from 96 percent to 97 percent. So this argument about pollution absorbing the 
UV radiation, and therefore the measurements being false, is more green brainwashing. 

Q. What do you think about NASA releasing its study to the press before the normal 
scientific verification process had been followed? 

A. This is very typical of these organizations. What I told you was that there was a very 
slight decrease in ozone concentration up until 1986, and now there is an increase in ozone 
concentration. NASA scientists published their findings in the regular geophysical journals. The 
people who released the most recent "preliminary" findings are the NASA bureaucrats who have 
no concept of science. They were warning of an ozone hole above the United States and Europe 
-- pure hogwash -- so they could get more money to prevent an alleged catastrophe. 

Q. [fit was poor science to release the study this early, then why was it released? 

A. When environmentalists say that industry denies this or that, the implication is always, 
"Well of course they would deny it, because they need their profit." And they will lie about it "so 
they can make more money." But these so-called "scientists" working in global warming, ozone 
depletion, radiation, and any number of other politicized scientific subjects, are much more prone 
to this idea of getting money for their theories than the corporations. If they say the sky is falling 
and they beat their drums in a big alarm, they are likely to get money for more research to "save 
the planet." On the other hand, serious scientists who say that all of this is hogwash -- and there 
are many eminent scientists with academic positions who say just this -- do not get the grants. 

Q. What do you think of the world environmental summit taking place this June in 
Brazil? 

A. This is another political event. I was very pleased to see that the United States gave 
only $50 million towards it, which in the United States governmental largesse is very little 
money. The Brazilian rain forests making way for agriculture is a natural human phenomenon 
that is unlikely to threaten anybody. None of these environmentalists in America would exist 
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today if the Europeans hadn't burned the virgin forest that covered Europe to make room for 
agriculture. My native city, Prague, is related to the word to smolder, to roast. And there is a 
suburb of Warsaw which has a similar name Praga, which comes from the same old slavic root, 
to smolder, to roast, to burn. This is where they burned the virgin forest to make room for 
agriculture. This is how the European civilization was built, and these are the ancestors of the 
people who came to America. These are the ancestors of the people who are going to Brazil to 
beat themselves on the breast about how life on Earth is going to end if the Brazilians continue to 
develop land in the rainforest. 

Q. What is wrong with trying to preserve the Brazilian rain forests ? 

A. Among other things, it is unheard-of arrogance to interfere in Brazil's internal affairs. 
It shows an aspect of the environmental movement, probably best represented by Ralph Nader, 
who said that the biosphere belongs to all of us. There is a war going on against property rights 
under the pretense of protecting the biosphere and the environment. These people are interfering 
in the internal affairs of other countries. 

Q. How can our readers subscribe to your newsletter, Access to Energy? 

A. Write to Access to Energy, Box 2298, Boulder, CO 80306. A one-year subscription 
costs individuals $25 and corporations $50. 


WORLD International Monetary 
Giveaway 

President Bush has told the nation that the federal deficit for the current fiscal year will 
be a crushing $399 billion, higher than the entire federal budget during the height of the Vietnam 
War. But, since Mr. Bush's accuracy at forecasting deficits has always been remarkably low, it 
isn't at all unreasonable to expect the red ink figure to be $500 billion by the time the fiscal year 
ends on September 30th. 

The Bush Administration is currently spending over $1 billion per day more than it is 
taking in. And the President has recently signed the largest tax increase in the nation's history. 
Adding $500 billion more indebtedness means adding $2,000 to the national debt for every man, 
woman, and child in America. It brings each American's portion of the total debt (which will 
soar past $4 trillion this year) to more than $16,000. 

The $500 billion debt increase this year also means that the government will have to pay 
an additional $40 billion in interest payments. By the end of fiscal 1992 (September 30, 1992), 
the U.S. government's annual interest bill alone will approach $350 billion, an amount greater 
than the entire national defense budget. 

Bush Wants More Giveaways 

If you were the President of the United States and were piling up this kind of a record, 
would you increase foreign aid? Would you pressure Congress for an additional $12 billion for 
the International Monetary Fund? Would you be so bold as to tell out-of-work Americans, many 
of whom lost their jobs because of already existing counterproductive government policies, that 
you intend to soak the public some more for foreign giveaways? And, finally, would you do all 
this during an election year? 

This is precisely what George Bush is doing. He sent his Secretary of the Treasury to a 
House subcommittee hearing on March 5th to twist arms for an extra $12 billion for the IMF. 
Secretary Nicholas Brady insisted that this infusion of taxpayer money is critically needed so the 
international lending institution could increase its loans to less-developed nations and to the 
newly independent nations of the former Soviet bloc. 

Russia and at least six other former Soviet republics are expected to be welcomed into the 
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IMF -- and become eligible for IMF loans -- when the group meets on April 27th. Brady said that 
any failure of the U.S. to approve the $12 billion in additional funding could have "extremely 
adverse" consequences on the IMF's ability to carry out its work. 

Brady was preceded to Capitol Hill on February 5th by Under Secretary of the Treasury 
David Mulford. Sensing the mood of the public about foreign aid, he told the congressmen that 
"there will have to be a big push" by the Administration to get the funding approved. Secretary 
of State James Baker has also expressed his strong support for the $12 billion increase. Some 
Administration officials now wish they had pressed for approval of the funding during 1991 
when it did not face the potential for election-year congressional opposition. 

Democrats Want It, But... 

Representative David Obey (D-W]), the chairman of the House Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations, isn't an opponent of the increase, but wants the Republicans to be blamed for it. "If 
the Republican Party thinks the Democrats in the House are going to carry the Administration's 
water on this issue ... they must be smoking something illegal," he said. 

Senator Paul Sarbanes (D-MD) claims that a "substantive case can be made for a quota 
increase" for the IMF, but "the Administration squandered or missed the opportunity last year to 
push it through." And Senator Patrick Leahy (D-VT), who chairs the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee charged with IMF funding, said that he didn't expect Congress to approve the $12 
billion "contribution" during the election year and he wasn't going to back it. 

These and many other top Democrats would support the measure, according to Obey, if 
President Bush would "forthrightly state to the country in a very public way why these actions 
are necessary." Here we have a proposal that should never get any support at all being 
temporarily blocked only because of politics. What wonderful leadership! 

IMF and Harry Dexter White 

Both the World Bank and the IMF were the brainchildren of Harry Dexter White, an 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury during the Roosevelt and Truman Administrations. White 
was a member of the global-minded Council on Foreign Relations and was also later identified 
as a secret communist. Both of these UN-affiliated monetary agencies were designed to bring the 
United States economy in line with that of socialist and tyrannical states while keeping the 
socialists and tyrants in power. 

The United States has supplied about 20 percent of the funding for these banks, a form of 
foreign aid that never carries that label. Spending taxpayer money for this or any form of foreign 
giveaway, a completely unconstitutional practice, must be stopped -- not only in an election year 
but in any year. 

-- JOHN F. McMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by the John Birch Society Features. 


¢ "Safe Sex" or "Russian Roulette"? Condoms have become a virtual marquis of the 
so-called "safe sex" movement, and are touted as the best method of preventing the spread of 
AIDS. The public has been assured that condoms have a mere 12 percent to 16 percent failure 
rate. Traditionalists who encourage abstinence are called "unrealistic" because teenagers are 
going to have sex anyway. 
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Condoms could save the lives of 84 percent to 88 percent of the sexually active young 
people, right? Wrong. The estimated failure rate of 12 percent to 16 percent is per use. Of course, 
if a teenager engages in sex only once and then waits until he or she marries, then a condom 
would work most of the time. But are liberals telling America that kids who have pre-marital sex 
are only going to have it once and then abstain until the wedding night? Who is being unrealistic 
here? If Johnny uses only a single package of 12 condoms between junior high school and his 
wedding day (probably much less than the average "sexually active" teenager), there is a 78 
percent to 88 percent chance that the condoms would not provide safety in every instance. The 
law of averages dictates that in a package of twelve condoms, two of them -- one out of six -- 
will not work. In other words, condoms are to safe sex what Russian roulette is to safe firearms 
usage. 

¢ King George or Prince of Pandering? President Bush has been furious at challenger Pat 
Buchanan's characterization of him as "King George," but some newspapers are speculating that 
"Prince of Pandering" is a more appropriate term. A March 6th front-page article in the 
Washington Times began by labeling Mr. Bush "the king of 'Pandermonium" and noted that the 
President's recent firing of John Frohnmayer, chairman of the pornography-funding National 
Endowment for the Arts, and his apology for breaking his pledge not to raise taxes, were 
intended to placate conservatives. 

The New York Times ran two stories on the President's "funneling" of federal funds to 
states approaching Republican primary elections. For example, just five days before the "Super 
Tuesday" primary in Florida, the Army Corps of Engineers announced that federal financing of a 
water project to restore the original course of the Kissimmee River would soon be available. 
Funding had been sought by the state for 20 years, but was not approved until the primary 
loomed. And in a recent campaign swing through the key primary state of California, Mr. Bush 
announced the approval of $800 million in highway and sewer improvements, according the New 
York Times story. 

¢ Property Rights Progress. The Northern Forests Lands Act was to have been a huge step 
toward federalized control over millions of acres of private land in upper New York State, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine. But recently the dangerous legislation was publicly 
abandoned by its Maine sponsors. The federal land grab had been aggressively opposed by the 
John Birch Society and other advocates of the Fifth Amendment over the last year because of its 
destructive potential on private property rights. 

In a joint letter to their governor, Maine Senators George Mitchell (D) and William 
Cohen (R) admitted that there was no consensus for the legislation among their constituents. 
They told the governor, "In light of these circumstances, we have decided not to pursue further 
efforts regarding the legislation." A spokesman for the Society for the Protection of New 
Hampshire Forests, one of the environmentalist groups supporting the measure, said, "If it's not 
dead, it's certainly in critical condition." 

¢ Free Trade Fandango. Aside from the baseless charges of anti-Semitism, one of the chief 
criticisms of Republican presidential candidate Pat Buchanan levied by syndicated columnist 
William F. Buckley and his magazine National Review has been Buchanan's alleged advocacy of 
"protectionism." Buchanan said that as president he would threaten tariffs on Japanese imports if 
Japan does not open its markets to U.S. exports. Yet the March 16th issue of National Review 
carries an article about U.S. policy toward the European and Japanese trade blocs. The article, 
written by Irwin Stelzer of the American Enterprise Institute, concludes that "we must find a way 
to strengthen our position vis-a-vis Europe and Japan. Enter the North American Free Trade 
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Agreement. By creating a common market with our Mexican and Canadian neighbors we gain 
two advantages: the efficiencies of freer trade with them, and a larger bloc with which to 
confront the Europeans and the Japanese. Neither would like being excluded from U.S. markets; 
they would fear even more the combined retaliatory power of Canada, Mexico, the United States, 
and, eventually, Latin America." Apparently National Review is only opposed to protectionism 
when it is exercised by the legitimate authority of the United States government, but not when it 
is exercised by some unelected international tribunal. 

¢ HOPE-Less. Secretary of Housing and Urban Development Jack Kemp assumed his present 
post after the 1988 election with a reputation as a conservative and a pledge to clean up that 
scandal-ridden department of the federal government. But instead of calling for the abolition of 
the wasteful agency, Kemp has added a veneer of respectability to HUD and even started his 
own boondoggle program, Home Opportunity and Ownership for People Everywhere (HOPE). 
The purpose of the program is to fix up existing public housing Units so that they can be sold to 
their tenants. 

One of Kemp's HOPE showcases is the Washington, DC area Kenilworth-Parkside public 
housing project. According to a National Journal exposé one year ago, the total cost of 
renovating the already existing 464 apartments in the complex, after accounting for federal and 
local payments, subsidies, and tax incentives, amounted to over $130,000 per apartment. 
Building an average apartment from scratch in the Washington, DC area would have cost only 
$50,000 to $75,000. Four generations of the HOPE program have been funded this fiscal year: 
HOPE I ($161 million), HOPE II ($95 million), HOPE III ($95 million), and HOPE for Elderly 
Independence ($10 million). 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


WORTH REPEATING 
Two Views on JFK 


President Kennedy was killed for one reason: because he was working for a 
reconciliation with the U.S.S.R. and Castro's Cuba. His assassins were a group of fanatic 
anti-Communists with a fusion of interests in preventing Kennedy from achieving peaceful 
relations with the Communist world. On the operative level of the conspiracy, you find 
anti-Castro Cuban exiles who never forgave Kennedy for failing to send in U.S. air cover at the 
Bay of Pigs and who feared that the thaw following the Missile Crisis in October 1962 augured 
the total frustration of their plans to liberate Cuba. They believed sincerely that Kennedy had 
sold them out to the Communists. On a higher, control level, you find a number of people of 
ultra-rightwing persuasion -- not simply conservatives, mind you, but people who could be 
described as neo-Nazi, including a small clique that had defected from the Minutemen because it 
considered the group "too liberal." 

... Fidel Castro, said on November 23rd that the assassination was the work of "elements 
in the U.S. opposed to peace," and the Cuban Foreign Ministry officially charged that "the 
Kennedy assassination was a provocation against world peace perfectly and minutely prepared 
by the most reactionary sectors of the United States." Most Americans at the time, myself 
included, thought this was just Communist propaganda. But Castro knew what he was talking 
about .... 

[B]efore you can understand Oswald's role in the plot, you've got to jettison the image of 
him as a "self-proclaimed Marxist" that the mass media inculcated in the public consciousness 
after his arrest on November 22nd. Oswald's professed Marxist sympathies were just a cover for 
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his real activities. I don't believe there are any serious students of the assassination who don't 
recognize that Oswald's actual political orientation was extreme right wing .... 

Oswald's role in the proposed assassination of Kennedy, as far as he seems to have 
known, was strictly political: not to fire a gun but -- for reasons that may not have been 
explained to him by his superiors at their planning sessions -- to establish his left-wing bona 
fides so unshakably that after the assassination, quite possibly unbeknownst to him, the 
President's murder would appear to be the work of a sharpshooting left-wing fanatic .... 

-- JIM GARRISON (1967) 


[A] President of the United States has been assassinated by a Communist within the 
United States. No amount of lies by the Kremlin ... can change what Oswald himself revealed -- 
before he was shot down, presumably to shut him up for good. And this fact should remain the 
one insuperable shield of the American people against the further massive brainwashing of 
themselves that is now being attempted .... 

[W]hile we certainly have no wish to exaggerate our weight in the contemporary scales, 
we think it entirely possible that the destruction of the organized anti-Communist activities and 
antiCommunist forces in America, and the demoralization of all anti-Communist leaders and 
individuals, could have been of great importance in the thinking of the plotters. For let there be 
no mistake about one thing. What the Communists behind this murder were aiming at was 
absolute destruction of their realistic and aggressive opposition in the United States. And there is 
no telling how far they would have been able to go in getting these plans carried out, if Oswald 
had either made a clean escape, or been killed at once .... 

For the combined pieces of evidence of many kinds now indicate convincingly what 
would have happened if Oswald had not spilled too many beans too soon. Following this 
technique of reversal, the assassination of the President was not only to have been blamed in a 
general way on the spirit of hatred supposedly created by the so-called "right-wing extremists." 
But it was to be proclaimed loudly and emphatically that the actual assassin was a member of 
some right-wing group which was directly responsible for the crime. Thus the mind of America 
was to be converted temporarily into an unreasoning mob mind, boiling over with 
misunderstanding, anger, and excitement. 

-- ROBERT WELCH (1963) 


Lowdown on Hill 

In the March issue of the American Spectator, David Brock discloses the results of some 
investigative reporting on Anita Hill. He shows two things: The tone of the hearing was 
manipulated by the Left; and Anita Hill is not what the major media depicted her to be. 

Brock portrays Anita Hill as a person caught in her own moral weaknesses and lies. Of 
her ability as a lawyer, a law firm which employed Hill diplomatically stated that "her 
performance was not held to be unsatisfactory" -hardly an accolade. Her students at Oral Roberts 
University Law School described her as "kooky," "angry," "sexist in-reverse." They quoted her 
as saying, "It doesn't matter who's right or wrong, it's who controls the court," and, "There's 
nothing lower on the evolutionary scale than a white male." Most disturbing were testimonies 
Brock collected of Hill's psycho-sexual problems. 

Brock summarizes: "Hill's precise reason for coming forward to jettison the Thomas 
nomination will probably never be known, not least because she probably never had one. But 
based on what we know of her attitude toward Thomas, her uneven temperament, her 
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underwhelming intellect, her political and sexual prejudices, her weird relations with men, her 
history of frivolously charging sexual harassment, and finally her petty dishonesty, it is at least 
easier to imagine how and why Hill could have allowed herself, almost accidentally, to become 
the secret weapon in the war on Clarence Thomas." (1101 N. Highland, Box 10448, Arlington, 
VA 22210, $21) 

Power Cartel 

Conservatives are not paranoid. There is a Trilateral Commission; it is not the 
hallucinogenic hobgoblin of the American Right. It is, in fact, a real power structure that 
threatens our nation's survival and independence. 

Jim Finnegan, in a January 23rd editorial in the Union Leader, New Hampshire's largest 
daily newspaper, eloquently and rationally explains why members of the Trilateral Commission, 
including "representatives of multi-national corporations, banks ... colleges and universities, 
tax-exempt foundations ... news media ... [and] some members of congress," pose such a serious 
threat to our republic. 

"The Trilateral Commission, whose white knight in the Presidential joust is George Bush, 
apostle of the New World Order, is not -- repeat, not -- a subversive organization," argues 
Finnegan. He views the TC instead as an organization of insider "good old boys" who represent 
an open conspiracy with known objectives. The TC's goal "is hardly one that could be called 
subversive. It smacks more of self-interest masquerading as high-minded principle, which is 
hardly novel in American politics." 

The TC's stated goal is benign -- peace and prosperity for everyone. Their method for 
bringing this all about is world government. Finnegan states: "The influential people who 
comprise the Trilateral Commission consider themselves above Republican and Democratic 
party politics." But their underlying defect is the same one that plagues politics worldwide. 
"They are amoral .... Trilateralists are people driven more by galloping greed than by lofty 
principle." The "kinder, gentler" face of government is a facade. Absolute power is still the 
goal.(Box 9555, Manchester, NH 03108) 

IRS Terrorism 

The February 15th Ron Paul Political Report includes these IRS horror stories: 

"Stan Gregg of Wichita, Kansas, formerly employed by Silk Scrapes Manufacturing, 
Inc., was billed $61,000 by the IRS. His employer had been withholding taxes, but never paid 
them to the IRS. The company wouldn't pay up, so Gregg is being held responsible for the tax 
liability." Put that one in Ripley's Believe It or Not. 

¢ "Christy Wadsworth watched as her husband was thrown to the ground by five men 
who were trying to choke him. She thought Mafiosi had gotten him, but it turned out to be the 
IRS. She ran to his assistance, but was brutally shoved away. The trauma led to early labor for 
her twins; one child died at birth and the other one suffered severe physical injury." 

In view of this rough treatment, one would think that the Wadsworths were dangerous 
criminals on the loose. But Ron Paul reports, "Later it was found that the agents had no warrant 
and the couple's taxes were not in question." (1120 NASA Boulevard, Suite 104, Houston, Texas 
77058, $50) 

Chicken Little Gets Fried 

The February 15th issue of World magazine shoots some holes into the recent reports of a 
North Pole Ozone depletion. Edward Krug, a former government scientist assigned to the 
National Acid Precipitation Assessment Project, is quoted by World as saying: "Ozone levels 
above our hemisphere are increasing. The world is behaving exactly opposite of what the 
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environmentalists are telling us." 

Krug points out that recent research contradicts the current ozone scare. Says World: 
"The September 20, 1991 issue of the Journal of Geophysical Research used data compiled by 
NASA to show that global ozone levels actually have been increasing at a level of 0.28 percent a 
year." Other research indicates that cancer-causing ultraviolet rays have been decreasing at a rate 
of 0.7 per year since 1974. 

"The facts don't fit the theory," says Krug. "This has led to very ugly science, even uglier 
than 'flat earth' science." Krug goes on to state that government scientists "are not using the 
scientific method. When something refutes [what they claim] they just belittle it. That's not 
science. It's dogma." (Box 2330, Asheville, NC 28802 $27.95) 

-- JAMES L. SAUER 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Encyclopedia Of 
Iniquity 

Leftism Revisited: From de Sade and Marx to Hitler and Pol Pot, by Erik yon 
Kuehnelt-Leddihn, Washington, DC: Regnery Gateway, 1990, 520 pages, hardcover. 

This book is too learned for the Ivy League. Without taking a survey, one just knows that 
the feast of knowledge represented here is not being served up on the reading lists in history 
courses at prestigious universities. More's the pity. For it is a banquet indeed. 

Ladling out the morsels is professor and journalist Erik von Kuehnelt-Leddihn, an 
Austrian scholar who speaks eight languages and reads eleven others, and has enough spicy 
opinions based on facts for all those tongues combined. An update of a book written 16 years 
earlier, which incorporated the largely forgotten Herbert Marcuse in its subtitle, Leftism 
Revisited also includes more modern events -- such as that performed by the Cambodian monster 
Pol Pot, the former student of Marxism at the Sorbonne, who slaughtered a third of his country. 
Pol Pot's Khmer comrades, of course, haven't written their final chapter either. 

There are other reasons why this volume won't find many friends in liberal Academe, 
including the fact that Kuehnelt-Leddihn is, by his description, a true liberal. Which makes him a 
rightwinger in U.S. parlance. Unabashedly Christian, he is "not a democrat but a devotee of 
personal liberty." Holding forth with precision and flair, the author slices up more sacred cows 
than found on the Indian subcontinent -- including "democracy," homosexuality, equality, 
tolerance, the French Revolution, socialism, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Winston 
Churchill, and common (and phony) wisdom of much of the history of at least the last two 
hundred years. If all this, along with the small type of almost 1,200 footnotes, doesn't whet your 
appetite, your taste buds have been obliterated. 

Totalitarian Democracy 

One doesn't have to be a monarchist (but if you are, he supplies ammunition) to 
appreciate this Kuehnelt-Leddihn point: "Not until the democratic age were conscription, 
Prohibition, and income tax declarations made into law by the people's representatives, who have 
far greater power than absolute monarchs ever dreamed of." Remember Ronald Reagan's quote 
about a shining city on a hill? Kuehnelt-Leddihn has another one from John Winthrop: 
Democracy is "the meanest and worst of all forms of government." 

Certainly George Washington and John Adams were no democrats, for as the author 
shows: "The Founding Fathers, educated men of the period, rejected democracy outright and 
even more intensely when totalitarian repression came to dominate the French Revolution." His 
treatment of Voltaire and Rousseau, given these sentiments, one can imagine. But the professor 
adds his own condiment when he dubs the Marquis de Sade as the grandfather of modern 
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democracy. 

Jefferson is more complex, but one is safe in assuming that these remarks of the man 
from Monticello won't be used at the Democratic National Convention this summer: "The mobs 
of the great cities add just as much to the support of pure government, as sores do to the strength 
of the human body." Said Jefferson: "I consider the class of artificers as the panders of vice, and 
the instruments by which the liberties of the country are generally perverted." 

How refreshing it is when there is someone who remembers that the United States was 
never intended to be a democracy, but rather a republic. How disheartening that it must be a 
foreigner who reminds us. 

Mother of Evils 

Americans have been taught, and even some of the Founding Fathers were taken in by, 
fabrications about the French Revolution. Bastille hokum is widespread, when there were but 
seven prisoners there on the day it was stormed, including four forgers and two who were insane. 
Kuehnelt-Leddihn, who calls the French Revolution "historically the mother of most of the 
ideological evils besetting civilization, not only of the West, but of the entire world," does point 
out that on the 200th anniversary of the storming details of the actual event were carefully 
avoided. That was not due to French modesty. 

Also not mentioned during the 1989 celebration were typical revolutionary horrors such 
as the kitchen helper rolled in butter and fried alive two centuries earlier, or the private parts of a 
princess paraded around on a pike, or the rapes of children and elderly alike, or so many more 
like occurrences done in the name of "the people." The similarities to such heinous acts during 
the Spanish Civil War and Soviet atrocities in Eastern and Central Europe are no accident. 

The "liberation theology" of revolutionary France was epitomized by a pastor, Claude 
Royer, who was a member of the Paris Jacobin Club. He printed a pamphlet saying: "Let us 
make terror the order of the day." Comments the author: "The perversion of basic Christian 
sentiments comes easily to priests who have neglected their spiritual life and who, secularizing 
theology, become real masters of the mob -- as witness what is happening in Latin America, and 
even farther north." 

Ah, brotherhood. As Metternich put it: "When I saw what people did in the name of 
fraternity, I resolved, if I had a brother, to call him cousin." 

Bourgeois Marxism 

The self-hatred of Karl Marx, his anti-Semitism and anti-Russian beliefs, have been noted 
elsewhere in critical biographies. But too seldom is mentioned, as does the author, that Marxism 
is a "movement" imposed from the top down. The resultant international socialism and 
communism, therefore, did not come either from the masses or anyone with good wishes for the 
common man, They were organized, says the professor, "by venomous haters. Neither love nor 
pity nor compassion plays a role in Marx's heart and mind." 

A look at the original planks in the Communist Manifesto, with a few exceptions and 
some updating of language, would fit into, for example, this summer's platform of the 
Democratic Party. The "Free World," has bought progressive taxation, Point Two of the 
Manifesto, with hardly a blink. Yet, notes the author, "the 'soaking of the rich' formula serves 
primarily to satisfy the envy of the masses. Yet sometimes there is another reason for progressive 
taxation -- the state's instinctive fear of the rich and therefore independent person." 

Marx of course was not an independent man. He was, as Kuehnelt-Leddihn 
acknowledges, supported by the capitalism he despised. If only there were more space dedicated 
to the League of the Just for whom Marx wrote the Manifesto. 
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Brown Marxism 

Far from opposing communism, as is commonly held, Adolf Hitler respected it. He even 
referred to himself as the "executor of Marxism." A provocative map, included in the extensive 
material at the end of Leftism Revisited, also shows that the same folks who supported Hitler at 
the polls in 1932 backed Social Democrats four decades later. Similarly, in the regions where 
Mussolini was strong the Reds later were supported. History circles backward, too: The Fiihrer 
boasted that the Nazi Revolution was "the exact counterpart of the French Revolution." 

"There is more that unites us with than divides us from bolshevism ... above all the 
genuine revolutionary mentality," Hitler said. "I was always aware of this and I have given the 
order that former Communists should be admitted to the party immediately." Likewise, many 
Nazis in East Germany became enthusiastic communists. 

Of course, although it was soon pushed down the memory hole, it was Nazi-Communist 
cooperation that began the Second World War. Or, as Molotov put it after the invasion of 
Poland: "One blow from Germany, one from the Soviet Union, and this ugly duckling of a 
Versailles Treaty was no more." Nazism was most assuredly leftwing extremism. Yet, at the end 
of World War II (with Moscow helping to sit in judgment over the war it helped start), the 
Soviets refused to allow the Germans at the Nuremberg Trials to be referred to as National 
Socialists. The foolish West might have figured out they were comrades. 

Presidents Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt are among those who also come in 
for their share of (well-justified) criticism, especially with their prosecutions of the world wars. 
Yet, surprisingly, Kuehnelt-Leddihn seems willing to excuse much of Wilson's behavior as 
simple ignorance plus bad health, and FDR's is attributed to mythomania and ill health. The 
world certainly became indisposed as a result. While the book was written before George Bush's 
publicizing of the new world order, Wilson's pushing of that insidious plan is not drawn out as it 
should have been. That's what happens with such a superior work: One wants more. 

Still, the headlines of today juxtapose ironically with some of the tragedies perpetrated 
decades ago. Yugoslavia was in 1918 called the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes -- 
Kraljevina Srba, Hrvata i Slovenace, or SHS, which was translated by the German speakers as 
Sie Hassen sich, "They hate each other." The artificial nations of Czechoslovakia and 
Yugoslavia, both splintering today, were created despite the fact that the "Slovaks had never 
been Czechs, the Croats and Macedonians never Serbs, the Slovenes never ruled by the Balkan 
city, Belgrade." Close enough for government work? As it happened, Woodrow Wilson -- that 
former Ivy League professor and president -- confused Slovaks with Slovenes, and Cilicia in 
Asia Minor with Silesia in Central Europe. 

If the makers of the "new world" were not so treacherous it might be funny. The Italians, 
related Kuehnelt-Leddihn about post-World War I days, showed Wilson a "spurious map on 
which a mountain, fittingly named 'Vetta d'Italia,' appeared in the very heart of Austria; it served 
as proof, they claimed, that historic Italy' (there never was such a country) extended right to that 
spot. As a result the Italians, for the first time ever, received the South and Central Tyrol with the 
Brenner Pass." FDR, for his part, was thwarted by the British when he wanted to invent a place 
called "Wallonia" out of southern Belgium, Luxembourg, Alsace-Lorraine, and parts of northern 
France. 

Fuhrer Fan Club 

In his early days, Hitler was admired by FDR, David Lloyd George, and Winston 
Churchill, as they were all men of the left. Consider other tidbits about World War II to give you 
more of the flavor of this stew: FDR had no quarrel with the Munich Agreement; the RAF began 
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bombing German civilians before the Blitz; there were more French killed by Allied bombing 
than by the Germans; Stalin got 34 times the area of Alsace-Lorraine, more acres than Germany 
in 1937, and a population equal to the U.S. in 1850; Ernest Hemingway called for the 
sterilization of Germans; it was Churchill's idea to "move" Poland west; FDR's setting of the 
price of gold included such considerations as whether the increment was a lucky number; the 
slaughter of Dresden was supposed to impress Stalin, though weather interfered with the timing; 
Eisenhower, in arguing with Patton about troop movements, asked: What use is Berlin?; Britain 
dealt behind de Gaulle's back with Marshal Petain, though London did not acknowledge the 
secret agreements for four decades, certainly not when the marshal was tried as a German 
collaborator. As you can see, the smorgasbord is indeed varied. 

A final example: Slovenes, Cossacks, and Russians were among those delivered into the 
hands of the communists at the end of WWII. (The examples cited in this book are mostly 
carried out by the British; the U.S. involvement was at least as bad.) The author recalls the 
surrender of the Domobranci, "the Catholic Slovene Home Guard, which had protected Slovenes 
against the depredations of Tito's partizani. Thousands upon thousands were rounded up, shipped 
over the Karawanken Mountains, to be mowed down in masses, their corpses used as natural 
fertilizer for the fields. (Never forget: Sadism is the outstanding characteristic of the entire 
Left.)" 

While it would be amazing not to find disagreements with so opinionated a man on 
matters of such controversy, the more phenomenal aspect is how often he is on target. Even if 
one disagreed on the scores half the time, the documentation (especially in foreign publications) 
alone is worth the price of admission. This magnum opus takes a lot of chewing, but there is 
plenty to digest. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


William P. Hoar is the author of the book Architects of Conspiracy and the editor of World 


News Digest. 


Hitler Inspired ACT UP 

A founder of the Washington, DC branch of the militant homosexual activist group ACT 
UP is now publicly apologizing for his role in creating the organization and says Hitler's Mein 
Kampf helped inspire its frequently violent campaigns. 

Eric M. Pollard wrote in the Washington Blade, a DC homosexual weekly, that he had 
regrets about his work in founding ACT UP/DC. "I have helped to create a truly fascist 
organization that I now believe to be among the greatest threats to our freedom and the healing 
of our people." 

The idea, Pollard wrote, was to start a group that was loud and brazen and that forced 
people to listen. "But our reception in this town was cold, apart from the few predictable, 
disgruntled activist types," he said. "The average gay man or woman could not immediately 
relate to our subversive tactics, drawn largely from the voluminous Mein Kampf, which some of 
us studied as a working model .... [We]justified our methods with the consolation that they were 
unfortunately necessary in order to precipitate a higher good for our people: 'Let us do evil that 
good may come." 
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Taxing Campaign 

If you pay federal taxes, you are supporting, among other outrages, the bigoted, far-out 
campaign of New Alliance Party presidential candidate Lenora B. Fulani. So far, her fringe 
campaign has collected $763,928 in federal matching funds, according to the Wall Street 
Journal. 

The NAP was founded by former Lyndon LaRouche follower Fred Newman, who 
teaches his disciples that every person is dominated by "a dictatorship of the bourgeois ego" that 
must be overthrown in a personal revolution so as to liberate the proletarian ego. 

At a 1988 event, Fulani accused Israel of "genocidal policies" and ripped off portions of 
an Israeli flag. Newman has said that Jews "sold their souls to the devil -- international 
capitalism." In 1987, according to the Journal, Libya paid Fulani and other NAP members to go 
to Libya and protest "genocidal U.S. bombing" of that country. NAP members have also held 
pro-Libyan rallies in Washington, DC. 

In 1988, Fulani collected nearly $900,000 in federal matching funds for her first bid for 
the White House. The psychotherapist got just 238 votes in the 1992 New Hampshire primary. 

Ten Years Left 

The environmental doomsdayers have been telling us for 30 years that we have 10 years 
left to save the Earth. Popular naturist Jacques Cousteau repeats the charge in the March/April 
issue of Mother Jones. 

But, perhaps realizing that this prediction is becoming the source Jacques Cousteau of 
some embarrassment, Cousteau modifies the charge a bit. "Not 10 years until doomsday," 
Mother Jones explains "but 10 years to 'get it' and reverse course. Until we firmly establish a 
sustainable ethic, our exploitive actions will continue to accelerate the deterioration of the planet. 
Unless we can transform our fears of nature into a shared drive for justice and compassion, a 
‘declaration of human rights for future generations,' as called for by the old French sea captain, 
the opportunity will pass, and our decline as a species will be assured." 

Of course, no science is cited. This issue continues to be a matter of faith. 

Leftist Uniform 

Has anyone wondered why people at leftist rallies these days are wearing kaffivehs, 
headdresses or scarfs made popular by the Palestinian liberation movement? Why are 
homosexual activists, for instance, so fond of the uniform of the Arab terrorist? 

Ex-leftist David Horowitz has a theory: "The Palestinians are more or less the last cause 
of the left. With the FMLN dwindling, the last Marxist-terrorist, anti-American group the left can 
support is the Palestinians." 

"Islam is the last great holdout against Western Civilization and the Judeo-Christian 
tradition,” he continues. "The left, being a reactionary, anti-modernist, anti-American, 
anti-democratic movement, hates all those things. Leftists do identify a lot with Islam. And that's 
what happened in the Persian Gulf war." 

Gorbachev Probe 

Mikhail Gorbachev may have an exciting new gig defending socialism as a columnist for 
the New York Times, but he is under criminal investigation back in Moscow for illegally 
funneling hundreds of millions of dollars into the coffers of the Communist Party USA and other 
foreign leftist groups. 

Investigator Yevgeni Lisov is certain Gorbachev knew about the payments and "must 
give his explanation. Who will sit in jail, I can't say." 

Military Homosexuals 
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Homosexual political activists are predicting that once George Bush is reelected to the 
White House, homosexuals will be allowed to serve openly in the U.S. military within two years. 
"We're extraordinarily close," said Tom Stoddard, executive director of the Lambda Legal 
Defense and Education Fund. "Within two years we'll see the elimination of the discrimination 
against gays and lesbians in the military." 

Do the homosexual activists have some kind of secret pledge from the president.? They 
won't say, but they sure are confident. 

Pete Seeger Update 

It may be increasingly unpopular to call oneself a communist these days, but that doesn't 
bother folksinger Pete Seeger."I will continue to call myself a Communist," he told an 
interviewer for a recent issue of the Marxist magazine CrossRoads. "Why? Because at age 
seven, I read about the American Indians. They sat around the council fire and made decisions of 
life and death. There was no rich or poor. Similarly the happiest people I ever knew, people who 
lived with no thought of riches, but were happy because they struggled together." 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


GUN REPORT 


Schaefer Assaults Rifles 

Last year, Maryland Governor William Donald Schaefer unsuccessfully pressured the 
state Assembly to ban 39 types of semiautomatic weapons. This year, he upped the ante to about 
60 firearms, some 20 of which were pared from the list by the House Judiciary Committee prior 
to its 13 to 8 vote on February 14th in favor of the legislation. The firearms that would be banned 
by the bill have all been approved by the state's Handgun Roster Board. 

On March 4th, the House passed the bill by a lopsided 80 to 49 margin, but Senate 
Judicial Proceedings Committee Chairman Walter Baker has all but promised to again kill the 
proposal. Gun advocates fear, however, that the Senate might be enticed to support a 
compromise that would ban only semiautomatic pistols. Schaefer administration officials 
acknowledge that the number of slayings with so-called "assault" rifles is minuscule, but contend 
that such guns should nevertheless be banned as a preventive measure. In the words of David 
Iannucci, the governor's chief legislative aide, "We do not advocate this measure because of the 
body count in Maryland. We're trying to avoid the body count in Maryland." 

Jim Brady, President Reagan's press secretary who was wounded during the 1981 
assassination attempt, testified in favor of the governor's bill, bolstering his testimony with a 
display of sundry weapons that he and wife Sarah (who chairs Handgun Control, Inc.) are 
anxious to proscribe. Sanford Abrams of the Maryland Licensed Firearms Dealers Association 
subsequently pointed out that the AK-47 in the display "came from one of our dealers." He 
produced a receipt for the weapon signed by a representative of the Maryland State Police. "If 
these weapons are so prevalent that they have to be banned," he wondered, "how come they had 
to come and borrow one? They have access to the property rooms of all the police units in 
Maryland and they couldn't find a single AK-47?" 

Ladies in Waiting 

Despite its reputation as an aggressive champion of stringent gun controls, the 
Washington Post recently ran a remarkably objective and informative account of the growing 
phenomenon of women arming themselves for self-protection. Captioned "Sisters in Arms: More 
and More Women Are Buying Guns for Self-Defense," the article by William Barnhill included 
the frightening (and enlightening) details of an ordeal endured by a California woman living 
alone in an apartment. The woman, Elinor Dufy, was awakened one night by the sound of the 
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door to her duplex being forced open. As she descended the stairs, she was confronted by a large 
man armed with a screwdriver. "I didn't know whether he intended to rob me, rape me, even kill 
me," Ms. Dufy recalls. "Thank God I was ready for him!" As described by reporter Barnhill, 
"When Dufy's hand darted into the pocket of her robe and emerged with a .38 caliber revolver, 
the intruder's leer disappeared as he threw down his now-impotent weapon, raised his hands over 
his head, and whined, 'Please don't shoot me, Lady!" 

Some 12 million women presently own handguns, and a 1988 Gallup Poll indicated that 
another 15.6 million were contemplating gun purchases. According to Barnhill, "Seventy-three 
percent of all women now over the age of 12 will be victimized, more than a third of them raped, 
robbed or assaulted, at some time during their lives." There were over 100,000 reported rapes in 
1990 (up 20 percent since 1988), 35 percent of which occurred in the victims' homes. Fifty-four 
percent of the victims suffered injuries, many of them serious, in addition to being raped. 

Barnhill also noted that, while the National Crime Survey found that more than 30 
percent of home burglaries result in violence, "U.S. Department of Justice studies show that 
armed citizens are much less likely to suffer losses or personal injury at the hands of thieves." 
Dr. Gary Kleck, professor of criminology at Florida State University, confirmed that handguns 
were employed by citizens for self-defense against criminals some 645,000 times in 1990, while 
thugs were able to turn the guns against their owners in less than one percent of the cases. And 
Tracey Martin, former manager of the National Rifle Association's Education and Training 
Division, added: "In criminally threatening situations, a handgun can be a psychological, as well 
as a physical, stopping force that saves innocent lives and discourages violence. A gun can make 
the difference between being the victim or the victor in a confrontation with a criminal." 

Paxton Quigley, author of the new book, Armed and Female, once advocated gun control 
(she lobbied hard for the 1968 federal anti-handgun law), but she now asserts that women 
"cannot depend on anyone to protect us. We must do it ourselves. And the only way is to acquire 
the firepower it takes to dissuade violent criminals." Quigley, who operates a company that 
provides self-defense and firearms training for women, recalls that when a wave of robberies and 
rapes plagued Orlando, Florida in the 1960s, women began buying guns, which led local 
authorities to launch a weapons-training program. More than 2,500 women showed up the first 
day. "During the following year," Quigley recalls, "the rape rate plummeted by more than 80 
percent," and "five years later it still was low," even as "it was soaring everywhere else." The 
conclusion, she insists, seems inescapable: "Guns in the hands of women who know how to use 
them do deter crime." 

Dr. Gary Kleck agrees, explaining that the "impact of gun ownership depends on who 
owns them. When bad guys own guns, bad things happen; when good guys own them, relatively 
good things happen. For women, who commit only a very small fraction of society's violent 
crimes, the predominant effect of gun ownership will be crime reduction as it makes women 
more dangerous to those who would victimize them." 

Kennesaw Crime Watch 

Donald S. McAlvany, writing in the January 1992 issue of the McAlvany Intelligence 
Advisory, reminds us that "Kennesaw, Georgia passed an ordinance in 1982 requiting all 
residents to own a gun," and that during "the next eight years, home burglaries dropped 80%, 
there were no murders, and no accidental shootings." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


ECONOMICS Controlling the 


“Uncontrollable" 
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For those who are concerned about the unbridled growth of big government, President 
George Bush's budget proposals make sobering reading. Under his most recent budget proposal 
for fiscal 1993, social spending and deficits continue their upward trends. 

Government, often viewed by liberals to be the prime mechanism for "correcting" alleged 
flaws in the free market economy, has become one of the great structural impediments to growth. 
These impediments include excessive spending, Byzantine taxes, and the government's massive 
deficits. In fact,government debt is hijacking most of the capital created by savings. The latest 
issue of the prestigious Bank Credit Analyst notes that 85 percent of capital created by the 
economy is borrowed by the Federal Government. That doesn't leave much for the rest of us. 

The record deficits are the result of profligate spending. But any attempt to reduce 
spending is destined to fail if it does not take into account that most spending has been put on 
automatic pilot (see the chart). Known in budget jargon as "mandatory" or "uncontrollable" 
programs, this spending includes two major categories: "entitlement" programs and interest on 
the national debt. 

Mandatory spending does not come up for annual review. Congress does not vote on 
funding mandatory spending programs once they have been established. Even worse, spending 
for these programs rises from one year to the next, without Congress even debating on whether 
or not to approve the increases. The reason: Mandatory spending is largely driven by 
demographic trends over which Congress has no control. 

Of course, Congress created these mandatory programs, and Congress can still curtail or 
even abolish them. Just because the Congress has put these programs on automatic pilot does not 
mean it cannot grab the controls back whenever it chooses to do so. Nevertheless, should 
Congress take back the controls, it would still have to deal with the fact that prior Congresses 
have committed the federal government to obligations extending many years into the future. 

Entitlements include such programs as social security, Medicare, and veterans pensions. 
Only about 20 percent of the entitlement pie -- programs generally viewed as welfare -- is 
"means tested." Under a means test, certain criteria based on means must be met in order for a 
person to qualify for the benefits. The bulk of entitlement programs are non-means tested and are 
usually indexed to inflation as measured by the Consumer Price Index. Under nonmeans tested 
entitlement programs, citizens qualify for benefits regardless of their financial status, usually on 
the basis of age. 

Automatic Increases 

Mandatory spending increases automatically because of demographic changes. The aging 
of the baby boomers is expected to push the percentage of Americans who are elderly from about 
12 percent of the population to over 33 percent by the year 2005. In addition, the birth rate has 
fallen and the life expectancy has increased. 

Interest as a percentage of the overall budget will increase, not only because the annual 
deficits have been increasing, but because of the compounding of interest. Most readers no doubt 
have seen glossy brochures, available at banks or brokerage houses, demonstrating the parabolic 
curve that develops if money is left to compound. Since the Congress has not balanced the 
budget, the interest owed on the existing debt is continually added to the total debt 
(compounded), resulting in the familiar parabolic growth. Interest payments will also increase 
whenever the cost of borrowing money goes up. 

The cost to the federal government of interest alone, when calculated properly on the 
basis of all forms of federal debt, including debt held by federal agencies and so-called trusts, 
will be an estimated $304 billion in fiscal 1993. This amount is more than the U.S. defense 
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budget! 

Congress cannot hope to control interest payments until it can control spending, and 
spending cannot be controlled until Congress is willing to take entitlement programs off 
automatic pilot. By creating entitlement programs such as social security, Congress has created a 
Frankenstein monster that has taken on a life of its own. Because of these entitlement programs 
and the growing debt burden, the percentage of total federal spending that is deemed mandatory 
has been increasing, while the percentage of spending that is considered discretionary has been 
decreasing. The chart shows this disastrous trend far better than words can describe. 

Under the Bush budget for fiscal 1993, $770 billion will consist of entitlements, and 
another $300 billion will be consumed by the interest on the national debt. Thus, well over a 
trillion dollars -- constituting more than two-thirds of the entire $1.5 trillion federal budget -- is 
"uncontrollable" and is not subject to vote, veto, or periodic review. 

By creating these mandatory spending programs, Congress has not only put the plane on 
automatic pilot but has preset the controls in such a way that a fiscal crash is guaranteed. Only by 
taking back the controls can Congress hope to avert the impending disaster. Yet, such a move 
would require lawmakers to tackle massive political problems. Many individuals who have either 
reached or are approaching retirement age have adjusted their lives in the expectation of 
receiving future benefits. In addition, many individuals have been forced to finance the social 
security program for many years with the promise that, upon their retirement, the program would 
benefit them. 

Taking Back the Controls 

So what should Congress do about this problem? Possibilities include: Convert the social 
security entitlement program into a welfare program that is means-tested (thereby cheating every 
person who has paid into the system); reduce benefits across the board; raise taxes; continue 
borrowing until the government consumes 100 percent of all savings and capital; or (the only 
option that would benefit the economy without cheating present-day beneficiaries) allow private 
insurance companies, banks, and brokerage houses to manage retirement benefits while 
gradually phasing out the federal social security system. 

A private system would put old-age retirement pensions on a sound financial basis with 
much greater returns on capital and therefore better benefits. It would also provide a bona fide 
insurance program, unlike social security, which is not an insurance program at all but another 
tax used to satisfy current federal obligations. 

The key task for lawmakers will be to determine how best to make the transfer from the 
present system to a private one without pulling the rug out from under those who paid into the 
system for a lifetime, and without ending up with a another government-managed program 
disguised as a pseudo-private agency. 

The political reality of implementing such a changeover is not as great as it may seem at 
first glance. The Employee Benefits Research Institute recently surveyed young workers (age 
18-35) about social security. More than half did not believe that social security benefits would be 
available for them when they retire, and 70 percent stated that all or some of their social security 
taxes should instead go into an Individual Retirement Account with their name on it. The public 
seems to sense the futility of continuing the present system, and this is one positive sign in an 
otherwise dreary economic outlook. 

But to begin the process of cutting spending and restoring fiscal sanity, Congress must 
take back the controls, not leaving a single penny on automatic pilot. Unless Congress does so, 
the few spending cuts that it's able to make in the discretionary spending category will fail to 
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solve the problem. 
-- NELAND NOBEL 


Clarification: 


Clarification: A bar graph that appeared on page five of our previous issue did not indicate that 
the annual deficits shown were for fiscal years 1977-93. The original graph 
contained this information, but it was lost during the production process. We 
apologize for any inconvenience this mishap may have caused. 


Lobbying for Relief 

Conventional wisdom has it that businessmen are champions of free enterprise and foes 
of government regulations. But this is not always the case. Monopolistic-minded businessmen 
such as the 19th-Century railroad barons have historically supported government policies that 
grant their industries special advantages in the marketplace, or that make it exceedingly difficult, 
if not impossible, for others to provide the same goods or services that they do. 

On the other hand, true entrepreneurs have always shunned government intervention of 
any kind, including regulations designed to prop up their industry or to eliminate their 
competition. 

The question of whether or not government should use its regulatory powers to support a 
particular industry is now being debated with respect to natural gas producers. Texas, Oklahoma, 
New Mexico, and Louisiana now produce 80 percent of the natural gas used in the United States. 
When the market price of natural gas was higher than government-imposed price ceilings, a 
situation that existed as recently as last year, natural gas producers in these states vigorously and 
rightfully lobbied to eliminate the ceilings. 

However, in recent months the market price of natural gas has fallen dramatically and is 
now below the government price ceilings. As recently as last October, the contract price was 
$2.30 per thousand cubic feet. Contracts for February delivery fell to $1.05 per thousand cubic 
feet, while contracts for March delivery increased slightly to $1.25 per thousand cubic feet. Yet 
for many companies, a price of $1.50 is needed just to break even. 

These recent record low prices, caused by supply and demand changes in the market, 
have provoked many producers to start pressuring state regulators in Texas, Oklahoma, and 
Louisiana to intervene on their behalf in order to curb production, thereby driving prices upward 
once again. 

Vinod Dar, a Washington-based gas consultant, notes that, "listening to domestic gas 
producers today is almost like hearing OPEC speak. For producers in a free market to say we 
don't like the price and band together -- sure sounds like a cartel." 

The free market is a two-sided coin. On one side entrepreneurs are free to seek and enjoy 
profits. On the other side, they must be willing to endure losses if the market changes. Of course, 
true entrepreneurs understand these basic principles of the free market, and they want to get 
government off their backs and out of their businesses. They understand that government has a 
long record of "fixing" problems that likely would not have existed had government not 
intervened in the first place. 

Withholding Scam 
Take out your latest pay check stub and look closely. See it? On the average, there is an 
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extra $1.50 per week in your check. On the higher income end, for a married employee who 
makes $78,700 a year, there is an additional $6.63 a week. Where did it come from? 

In his State of the Union Address, as part of his "Comprehensive Agenda for Economic 
Growth," President Bush issued an executive order (no need of congressional action) that would, 
in the words of the Administration, "reduce excessive personal income tax withholding." The 
Administration's goal is to inject "an immediate burst" of consumer spending into the economy. 
As a result, effective March Ist, the IRS issued new tables for federal income tax withholding. 
Social Security and Medicare withholding are not affected by the presidential order. 

According to the IRS, writing in Circular E of the Employer's Tax Guide (Revised 
February 1992), "your employees withheld at the married rate may see as much as $345 more in 
their pay over the next year. Those withheld at the single rate may see up to $172 more." On the 
top end of the table, this works out to a married rate of $6.63 per week and a single rate of $3.30 
per week. 

These changes come on the heels of recent IRS-mandated changes. The IRS had just 
instituted a new set of higher withholding tables effective with a January 1992 revision. Now 
employers must change their withholding records again. 

Because of the new lower withholding changes, many employees have been invited to fill 
out new W-4 forms just in case they prefer to have money withheld at the old higher rates. 

Aside from the fact that the entire income tax withholding scam -- the income tax itself 
for that matter -- should be abolished, one cannot help questioning Mr. Bush's motives in 
ordering this recent change. 

Next year at this time, many taxpayers are going to he crying the blues. Those who 
received large refunds this year will receive much smaller ones next year; those who received 
modest refunds this year may have to pay next year; and those who paid this year will have to 
pay even more. Employees should beware of that extra little $1.50 a week! 

But the bottom line is that a cut in the amount of taxes withheld, and even an outright cut 
in the amount of taxes, cannot reduce the government burden on the economy as long as 
government spending continues to climb. According to Office of Management and Budget 
Director Richard Dannan, this single withholding change will lower tax receipts and boost the 
federal budget deficit as much a $15 billion. When employees' estimated income taxes are 
withheld employers send the money to the IRS. This money is in turn spent by the Treasury on 
current expenses. Without the use and benefit of $15 billion in "tax receipts," the government 
will be forced to borrow and to pay interest on the shortfall. Thus, the deficit will increase -- 
again ! 

Daniel J. Mitchell, senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation, notes that "to give people a 
little more money today at the expense of a tax refund ... is not going to create jobs." He adds 
that "for the President to say with a straight face that accelerating spending and altering 
withholding tables will stimulate the economy sends a very bad signal about the degree of 
economic sophistication in this administration." Mitchell is assuming, of course, that the 
Administration is sincerely trying to do what is best for the economy. 

To create jobs and revive the economy for the long run, the Administration would have to 
take the lead in cutting spending as well as taxes. Tinkering with the withholding tables -- while 
keeping tax rates at the same level -- may win Mr. Bush political points, but it will not solve the 
problem of a government that has overstepped its proper constitutional boundaries and is now 
very much out of control. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 
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Evert McCabe's Big Ideas 


"It can't be done." "All of the good business ideas have already been tried." "The little 
guy does not stand a chance in today's marketplace." Negative attitudes such as these will always 
be with us. Yet America became an economic miracle because of remarkable men and women 
who dared to put their own sweat and toil behind big ideas. 

One such man was Evert "Mac" McCabe, who entered the business world with nothing 
but an idea, and built an empire that evolved into United Parcel Service -- the largest private 
delivery company in the world. 

Born in Antwerp, Ohio in 1886, McCabe left the Midwest in 1904, hopping freight trains 
and working his way across the country. He ended up in the booming town of Seattle, 
Washington somewhere around 1905, where he enrolled at the University of Washington, 
working his way through school with a sales and collection job at one of the town's three daily 
newspapers. From the start, his winning personality, drive, and ambition made him successful. 

McCabe's first big idea came when he was making sales and collection calls for the 
newspaper. In his talks with area merchants, he perceived a need for a delivery service for small 
packages. At about this same time, motorcycles were coming into use. McCabe saw that by 
putting traditional foot messengers on motorcycles, deliveries would be both faster and more cost 
efficient. So in 1907, with a handful of delivery boys, McCabe founded the Motorcycle Delivery 
Company. With his winning smile, his sales savvy, and the slogan, "We Cover Seattle," McCabe 
convinced several area retailers to drop their own delivery programs and use his service. 

In 1913, McCabe's company merged with a Seattle competitor called the American 
Messenger Company. The firm incorporated under the new name of Merchants Parcel Delivery 
Company and made McCabe its president. 

Merchants Parcel Delivery did not compete directly with the U.S. Postal Service. Instead, 
the company that was to evolve into UPS carved out a niche in the marketplace by convincing 
large Seattle department stores of the advantages of using a specialized delivery company rather 
than their own delivery systems. This enabled merchants to focus on sales without having to 
worry about delivery after the sale. With specialization -- and with volume -- McCabe's company 
provided low costs, speed, and efficiency. McCabe was so successful that by 1918 all three of 
Seattle's major department stores were relying on his company. 

Branching Out 

Following World War I, McCabe began acting on another big idea. Realizing that the 
time was perfect to start branching out from Seattle, he envisioned a national network using the 
Seattle operation as a model. McCabe and his partners bought out an Oakland delivery company 
that was about to go into receivership. When they moved into Oakland they had to adopt a new 
name because there happened to be another company called Merchants Parcel Delivery in nearby 
San Francisco. They chose the name United Parcel Service. 

The new name put the focus on "Service." McCabe knew that all his company had to sell 
was dependable, reliable service. He insisted that success would only continue if the company 
never broke its promise to deliver by missing a schedule. UPS took this promise seriously. In the 
late 1920s, after UPS had become a pioneer in airplane deliveries, a parcel missed a flight to 
Phoenix. To get the package to the destination on time, UPS arranged a special flight for this 
single package at the cost of $250 -- a small fortune in those days. 

To keep employee morale up, and to build esprit de corps, in the 1920s McCabe 
instituted very progressive employee compensation and benefits programs for UPS employees. 
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These benefits (practically unheard of at the time) included group insurance, sick pay, bonus 
plans, and paid vacations. 

McCabe also organized the Alexander Hamilton Club for UPS managers and trainees, 
and the UPS Breakfast Club for all employees. These clubs met to teach and discuss business 
principles, leadership skills, psychology, and English. Through McCabe's vision, UPS also 
created the first instructional motion pictures used in American industry. 

Despite the negative effects of the Great Depression, UPS continued to expand. During 
the 1930s and 1940s, the company moved into New York, Chicago, Detroit, and other large 
cities. The company that began with "a big idea" and a few boys on motorcycles had now 
become a nationwide parcel service. 

Evert "Mac" McCabe passed away in 1933 at the age of 46. Although he did not live to 
an old age, his legacy not only survived but continued to prosper. Because of his "big idea," UPS 
is now the largest private delivery company in the world. In addition, UPS's parcel delivery 
service, compared to that of the U.S. Postal Service, offers the world a striking example of the 
superiority of free enterprise over government-controlled business. 

Today, Evert McCabe's success story provides inspirational evidence of what free men 
and women can accomplish when they are unhampered by government control. If one man can 
turn a "big idea" into a major business enterprise, why can't others? 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


Reading His Lips 

ITEM: Asked about breaking his "no new taxes" pledge the weekend before the New 
Hampshire primary on February 18th, President Bush told the Boston Globe, "I never did take 
the pledge [in 1988], the New Hampshire pledge." 

CORRECTION: When Mr. Bush campaigned for President in 1988 he told New Hampshire 
voters time and again he would not raise taxes. But Mr. Bush made this solemn pledge not just to 
the "citizens of the Granite state, but to the nation as a whole. For example, when he accepted the 
Republican nomination for President in New Orleans on August 18, 1988, he proudly proclaimed 
on nationwide television: 

I'm the one who will not raise taxes. My opponent [Michael Dukakis] now says he'll raise 

them as a last resort, or a third resort. But when a politician talks like that, you 

know that's one resort he'll be checking into. And my opponent won't role out 

raising taxes. But I will and the Congress will push me to raise taxes, and I'll say 

no, and they'll push, and I'll say no, and they'll push again. And I'll say to them, 

read my lips, no new taxes. 

On June 26, 1990, Mr. Bush backed away from his pledge when he issued a statement 
declaring that "both the size of the deficit problem and the need for a [budget] package that can 
be enacted require ... tax revenue increases...." 

The President quickly found out that denying he ever took the "no new taxes" pledge did 
not set well with the New Hampshire voters he was trying to impress. Mr. Bush attempted to 
repair the damage by portraying the denial as a charisma gap rather than an honesty gap. "I 
understand there are a lot of people out there a lot more charismatic than I am," he told 
supporters the Sunday before the primary. "But a lot of them don't make the tough decisions 
either." 

Following Republican challenger Pat Buchanan's impressive 37 percent showing in New 
Hampshire, Mr. Bush tried a different tactic, admitting for the first time that his tax-raising 
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budget deal in 1990 was a mistake. "If I had it to do over, I wouldn't do what I did then, for a lot 
of reasons, including political reasons," Mr. Bush said in an interview with the Atlanta 
Constitution prior to the Georgia primary on Super Tuesday. 

The VP's Lips 

ITEM: Appearing on the NBC program Meet the Press on February 23rd, Vice President Dan 
Quayle denied that Mr. Bush broke his "no new taxes" pledge to the American people in 1990 
when he agreed with the Congress in 1990 to raise taxes. "He made a choice; the choice was a 
budget or no budget, and to get a budget, he had to give the Democrats in Congress a tax 
increase," Mr. Quayle maintained. "It was a compromise with Congress, and it was not going 
back on a campaign pledge." 

CORRECTION: Later in the week, Mr. Quayle appeared to be nudging Mr. Bush in the 
direction of apologizing for the 1990 budget accord. "In 1990, the President signed the 
Democratic Congress's tax increase, and the country got a recession," the Vice President said in a 
speech before the Economic Club of New York. "This time, the President will veto the 
Democratic Congress's tax increase and demand that his jobs package be passed." 

"Reformer" vs. "Hard-liners" 

ITEM: Under the headline, "In a Victory for Deng, Beijing Urges Market-Style Reforms," an 
article in the March 13th New York Times reported that the Chinese Communist Party "had 
called for 100 years of market-oriented reform and the rejection of extreme leftism, in a major 
victory for the senior leader, Deng Xiaoping, and other reformers." The article further reported 
that many of the "market-style reforms" introduced by Deng a decade earlier "were stalled or 
rolled back during the last three years under the influence of hardliners who came to the fore 
after troops broke up pro-democracy protests in 1989, killing hundreds." 

CORRECTION: Translation: Let's not blame Deng Xiaoping and other reformist leaders 
within Red China's power structure for oppressive policies and lack of market-oriented reforms 
in recent years; the "hard-liners" are to blame. 

Yet it was the "reformer" Deng Xiaoping who appeared on state-run television on June 9, 
1989 --just days after the Tiananmen Square massacre -- to praise the army commanders for their 
brutal suppression of the unarmed demonstrators and to harshly denounce the demonstrators. "A 
very small number of people started to cause chaos which later developed into a 
counterrevolutionary rebellion," Deng proclaimed. "Their aim was to overthrow the Communist 
Party and the socialist system." In the same broadcast, he even called for a moment of silence to 
mourn the "heroes" who had lost their lives at Tiananmen Square -- not the unarmed students 
who were slaughtered, but the soldiers and policemen who carded out the atrocities. 

By creating the appearance that the "bad" communists are being replaced by "good" 
communists, the New York Times and other organs of the Establishment perhaps hope to create 
the impression that the oppressive nature of the Chinese government is now a thing of the past. 
This ploy has been used before. In May 1984, for example, on his return trip from a visit to Red 
China, the staunchly "anti-communist" President Ronald Reagan approvingly referred to China 
as a "so-called Communist" country. The following month, Mr. Reagan found that "the 
furthering of defense articles and services to the Government of China will strengthen the 
security of the United States and promote world peace." (Presidential Determination No. 84-11) 

President Bush responded to the Tiananmen Square massacre by suspending rather than 
dismantling relationships. He kept the basic mechanism for U.S.-Chinese relations in place, 
ready to shift back into high gear as soon as the political climate warmed. These relations began 
moving back into gear even before 1989 had ended. But the spurious claim that the "reformers" 
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are regaining power is obviously intended to create a warmer political climate, enabling an 
acceleration of the process. 
-- GARY BENOIT 
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